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FROM:      Hillary  Gitelman,  Environmental  Review  Officer 

SUBJECT:      Request  for  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  San  Francisco  Lesbian, 
Gay,  Bisexual,  Transgender  Community  Center  (1800-1814  Market  Street)  Project 
(Case  No.  97.834E) 


This  is  the  Draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  for  the  San  Francisco  Lesbian,  Gay, 
Bisexual.  Transgender  Community  Center  ( 1 800-1814  Market  Street)  Project.  A  public  hearing  will  be 
held  on  the  adequacy  and  accuracy  of  this  document.  After  the  public  hearing,  our  office  will  prepare 
and  publish  a  document  titled  "Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses"  which  will  contain  a  summary  of 
all  relevant  comments  on  this  Draft  EIR  and  our  responses  to  those  comments;  it  may  also  specify 
changes  to  this  Draft  EIR.  Public  agencies  and  members  of  the  public  who  testify  at  the  hearing  on  the 
Draft  EIR  will  automatically  receive  a  copy  of  the  Comments  and  Responses  document,  along  with 
notice  of  the  date  reserved  for  certification;  others  may  receive  such  copies  and  notice  on  request  or  by 
visiting  our  office.  This  Draft  EIR  together  with  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document 
will  be  considered  by  the  Planning  Commission  in  an  advertised  public  meeting  and  certified  as  a  Final 
EIR  if  deemed  adequate. 

After  certification,  we  will  modify  the  Draft  EIR  as  specified  by  the  Comments  and  Responses  document 
and  print  both  documents  in  a  single  publication  called  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report.  The 
Final  EIR  will  add  no  new  information  to  the  combination  of  the  two  documents  except  to  reproduce  the 
certification  resolution.  It  will  simply  provide  the  information  in  one  rather  than  two  documents. 
Therefore,  if  you  receive  a  copy  of  the  Comments  and  Responses  document  in  addition  to  this  copy  of 
the  Draft  EIR,  you  will  technically  have  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR. 

We  are  aware  that  many  people  who  receive  the  Draft  EIR  and  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
have  no  interest  in  receiving  virtually  the  same  information  after  the  EIR  has  been  certified.  To  avoid 
expending  money  and  paper  needlessly,  we  would  like  to  send  copies  of  the  Final  ELR  to  private 
individuals  only  if  they  request  them.  If  you  would  like  a  copy  of  the  Final  EIR,  therefore,  please  fill  out 
and  mail  the  postcard  provided  inside  the  back  cover  to  the  Major  Environmental  Analysis  Office  of  the 
Planning  Department  within  two  weeks  after  certification  of  the  EIR.  Any  private  party  not  requesting  a 
Final  EIR  by  that  time  will  not  be  mailed  a  copy. 


Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this  project. 
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CHAPTER  I 


SUMMARY 


A.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  (p.  8) 

The  proposed  project  is  the  development  of  the  Lesbian,  Gay,  Bisexual,  Transgender  Community  Center 
on  an  1 1,000-square-foot  triangular-shaped  lot  at  1800-1814  Market  Street,  on  the  northwest  corner  of 
Market,  Octavia,  and  Waller  Streets,  in  San  Francisco.  The  Community  Center  would  be  developed  by 
rehabilitating  the  existing  historically  significant  1800-1806  Market  Street  building,  recommended  by 
the  Planning  Commission  for  designation  as  a  City  landmark,  for  use  as  Community  Center  offices  and 
ancillary  uses,  and  constructing  a  new  five-story  building  adjoining  the  existing  building.  The 
Community  Center  would  have  approximately  41,000  square  feet  of  space  and  would  be  up  to  about 
65  feet  in  height.  The  Community  Center  would  include  a  cafe,  retail  space,  a  reading  and  exhibit  room, 
business  services,  an  auditorium,  a  kitchen,  meeting  spaces,  offices,  storage,  and  other  ancillary  uses. 
The  existing  building,  which  was  constructed  in  1894  and  is  referred  to  as  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building, 
has  approximately  6,600  square  feet  of  space  and  is  three  stories  tall.  The  existing  building  has  been 
recommended  by  the  Planning  Commission  for  designation  as  a  City  landmark  (action  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  is  pending)and  has  been  determined  to  appear  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  Assuming  the  Supervisors  approve  the  landmark  designation,  rehabilitation  of  the 
Carmel  Fallon  Building  would  require  that  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  be  approved  by  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department  or  Commission,  on  the  advice  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board. 

The  existing  Carmel  Fallon  Building  is  currently  vacant;  a  book  shop  was  in  the  first  floor  until  mid- 
1997  and  two  residential  units  on  the  upper  floors  have  been  vacant  since  about  1993.  The  project  site 
also  formerly  included  a  used  car  lot  and  a  private  club,  both  of  which  have  been  demolished. 


B.  MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

This  environmental  impact  report,  for  the  San  Francisco  Lesbian,  Gay,  Bisexual,  Transgender 
Community  Center  at  1800-1814  Market  Street,  focuses  on  the  issues  of  cultural  resources,  specifically 
historic  architectural  resources  and  archaeological  resources,  and  traffic  and  circulation.  The  historic 
architectural  resource  issue  relates  to  the  proposed  project's  effects  on  the  historical  significance  of  the 
Carmel  Fallon  Building,  which  has  been  recommended  by  the  Planning  Commission  for  City  landmark 
status  and  has  been  determined  to  appear  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 
The  archaeological  resource  issue  is  focused  on  the  potential  for  subsurface  resources  to  be  discovered  at 
the  project  site  during  construction  activities.  All  other  potential  environmental  effects  were  found  to  be 
at  a  less-than-significant  level  or  to  be  mitigated  to  a  less-than-significant  level  with  mitigation  measures 
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to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor.  (Please  see  the  Initial  Study,  included  in  this  document  as 
Appendix  A,  for  analysis  of  issues  other  than  cultural  resources  and  traffic  and  circulation.) 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES  (p.  29) 

The  project  is  rehabilitation  and  adaptive  reuse  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  and  construction  of  a  new 
building  adjacent  to  the  historic  structure.  Rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  includes 
restoration  of  second  and  third  story  windows  on  Waller  Street  and  replacement  of  second  and  third  story 
windows  on  Market  and  Octavia  Streets  with  historically  compatible  windows  (with  new  acoustic 
glazing  in  all  windows);  restoration  of  the  west  ground-floor  storefront  on  Market  Street,  replacement  of 
the  east  storefront  with  a  historically  compatible  facade,  and  placement  of  fixed  acoustical  glazing  in  all 
storefront  windows  and  in  the  existing  main  entrance  on  Market  Street  (the  existing  steps  will  be 
removed);  removal  of  the  existing  billboard  on  Octavia  Street  and  restoration  of  this  ground  floor  facade, 
with  placement  of  fixed  acoustical  glazing  in  the  storefront  window  and  installation  of  a  sign  identifying 
the  Community  Center;  retention  of  existing  Waller  Street  doors,  which  would  be  sealed  on  the  interior; 
and  repair,  restoration,  and  replacement  of  siding  as  needed  (the  Market  and  Octavia  Street  facades  are 
anticipated  to  require  more  restoration  and  replacement  than  the  Waller  Street  facade,  owing  to  greater 
exposure  to  weather  and  the  need  to  remove  siding  on  the  former  two  facades  for  seismic  strengthening). 

Based  on  review  by  an  independent  preservation  architect,  the  project  would  generally  be  in  compliance 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation;  this  report  recommended  further  review 
as  the  project  designs  are  developed  to  ensure  maximum  consistency  with  the  Standards,  which  are 
widely  used  to  determine  whether  a  project  may  have  an  adverse  effect  on  a  historic  property.  It  is  not 
certain  that  the  project  would  be  consistent  in  every  respect  with  the  Secretary's  Standards,  and  there 
may  be  disagreement  among  some  observers  on  some  details  of  the  project  as  the  design  is  developed. 
Mitigation  would  reduce  related  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  so  that  the  project  would  not 
have  a  significant  adverse  environmental  impact  on  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES  (p.  32) 

Earthmoving  activities,  including  potential  excavation,  associated  with  the  construction  of  the  new 
building  and  of  a  new  foundation  for  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  could  result  in  the  discovery  of 
archaeological  resources  at  the  project  site  that  could  be  associated  with  the  nearby  Mission  Dolores.  If 
important  archaeological  resources  were  encountered  and  affected  by  the  project,  the  potentially 
significant  impact  would  be  mitigated  through  documentation  and  recovery. 

TRAFFIC  AND  CIRCULATION  (p.  34) 

The  project  would  generate  a  total  of  about  8,120  daily  person  trips(all  net  new),  of  which  about 
770  trips  would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Vehicle  trips  would  total  about  215  in  the  p.m.  peak 
hour.  Five  intersections  were  analyzed  for  potential  traffic  impacts,  including  four  signalized 
intersections  on  Market  Street:  at  Laguna/Guerrero,  Octavia/McCoppin,  Gough/Haight,  and 
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Franklin/Page  Streets,  and  a  stop  sign  controlled  intersection  of  Haight  and  Octavia  Streets.  All  five 
currently  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service  (LOS  D  or  better)  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  and  would 
continue  to  do  so  with  the  addition  of  project-generated  traffic,  with  no  deterioration  in  operating 
conditions.  Cumulative  (2015)  traffic  conditions  were  analyzed  assuming  traffic  growth  at  the  study 
intersections  of  0.5  percent  per  year,  with  local  traffic  patterns  adjusted  to  account  for  the  planned 
reopening  of  the  Oak  Street  freeway  on-ramp.  Four  of  the  five  study  intersections  would  remain  at 
acceptable  LOS  D  or  better,  while  one,  Market/Laguna/Guerrero,  would  deteriorate  to  LOS  E,  which  is 
unacceptable.  Project  traffic  would  represent  less  than  2  percent  of  total  traffic  volume  at  this 
intersection  in  2015,  and  would  not  contribute  substantially  to  these  unacceptable  conditions. 

In  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  project  would  generate  about  170  new  transit  trips,  about  1 12  inbound  and  58 
outbound.  Because  of  the  distance  to  transit  service  other  than  MUNI,  all  project  transit  trips  were 
assumed  to  be  made  on  MUNI,  including  those  that  would  also  be  made  on  another  transit  carrier.  The 
18  MUNI  routes  that  serve  the  project  area  currently  operate  with  an  aggregate  p.m.  peak-period  average 
capacity  utilization  of  0.81,  and  all  but  one  line  operate  within  MUNI's  established  performance 
standards  of  100  percent  capacity  utilization,  which  assumes  standees  on  each  type  of  transit  vehicle. 
There  are  about  230  buses  (about  120  buses  in  the  peak  direction)  on  the  lines  serving  the  project  area  in 
the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The  additional  riders  generated  by  the  project  would  be  dispersed  among  several 
transit  lines  and  would  not  measurably  affect  existing  service,  although  the  project  would  contribute  to 
cumulative  increases  in  transit  ridership  and  an  incremental  increase  in  capacity  utilization. 

The  project  would  create  a  total  midday,  weekday  parking  demand  of  about  44  spaces,  which  could  be 
accommodated  by  the  approximately  230  total  available  midday,  off-street  parking  spaces  within  the 
study  area.  The  U.C.  Extension  lot,  one  block  away,  typically  has  more  than  100  spaces  available  during 
the  midday  period.  When  evening  events  held  in  the  project's  auditorium,  demand  would  be  generated 
for  up  to  140  spaces  in  the  area  (assuming  a  sold-out  auditorium  event).  This  additional  demand  would 
be  absorbed  by  the  403  available  off-street  parking  spaces  in  the  study  area  during  weekday  evenings. 
However,  persons  attending  events  may  be  inconvenienced,  particularly  at  night,  because  most  off-street 
parking  facilities  are  located  three  to  five  blocks  from  the  site,  and  it  is  likely  that  drivers  would  circle 
the  study  area  to  find  parking  as  close  as  possible.  In  addition,  the  Central  Freeway  could  deter  people 
from  parking  east  of  the  freeway  to  avoid  walking  in  the  area,  particularly  at  night.  Based  on  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Code  (Sections  151  through  161),  the  proposed  project  is  required  to  provide  79  off- 
street  parking  spaces,  plus  three  disabled  and  four  bicycle  parking  spaces.  No  parking  is  proposed,  and 
the  project  sponsor  is  requesting  a  variance  from  the  off-street  parking  requirements  of  the  Planning 
Code. 

During  the  projected  12-month  construction  period,  tentatively  scheduled  to  begin  in  late  1998, 
temporary  and  intermittent  transportation  impacts  would  result  from  truck  movements  to  and  from  the 
project  site  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activities  associated  with  construction  of  the 
proposed  new  building.  Construction  would  not  require  full-time  closures  of  adjacent  sidewalks  or 
streets;  however  temporary,  short-term  obstructions  of  these  sidewalks  and  streets  would  occur. 

In  summary,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  on  transportation,  circulation  or  parking. 
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C.  AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  AND  ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 

The  primary  area  of  controversy  associated  with  the  proposed  project  has  been  whether  the  Carmel 
Fallon  Building  would  be  rehabilitated  and  adaptively  reused  as  part  of  the  project  or  demolished.  A 
conceptual  agreement  signed  by  the  Community  Center  Board  of  Directors,  the  Friends  of  1800  Market, 
and  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage,  has  resolved  this  issue  in  favor  of 
rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building.  Final  design  drawings  and  therefore  all  details  of  the 
proposed  rehabilitation  scheme  are  not  available  at  this  time,  but  are  assumed  to  fall  within  parameters 
described  herein. 

The  Planning  Commission  (or  Board  of  Supervisors  on  appeal)  will  decide  whether  to  approve  or 
disapprove  the  proposed  project  after  review  and  certification  of  the  EIR.  In  selecting  or  rejecting 
project  alternatives,  decision  makers  may  also  use  other  information  in  the  public  record. 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  (p.  39) 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•  Prior  to  the  start  of  work  on  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  the  project  sponsor  shall  document,  with 
photographs  and  drawings,  the  pre-construction  condition  of  the  historic  structure. 

•  The  project  sponsor  shall  carry  out  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  in  compliance 
with  the  agreement  between  the  Community  Center  Board  of  Directors,  the  Friends  of 

1800  Market  Street,  and  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage,  and,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  To 
assist  in  these  efforts,  a  preservation  architect  shall  be  retailed  to  review  the  final  design  drawings 
and  to  consult  with  the  project  sponsor's  design  team  on  an  as-needed  basis. 

•  Given  the  location  of  the  project  and  the  possibility  that  archaeological  resources  would  be 
encountered  on  the  project  site,  the  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The 
archaeologist  would  first  determine,  in  conjunction  with  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO), 
whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of 
the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  and  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if 
such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 

The  archaeologist  would  then  design  and  carry  out  a  program  of  on-site  monitoring  of  all  ground- 
disturbing  activities,  during  which  (s)he  would  record  observations  in  a  permanent  log.  The 
monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are  finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written  report 
being  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor.  The  ERO  would 
also  require  cooperation  of  the  project  sponsor  in  assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as 
may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or  during  project  excavation,  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in 
excavation  activities.  During  the  monitoring  program,  the  project  sponsor  would  designate  one 
individual  on  site  as  his/her  representative.  This  representative  would  have  the  authority  to 
suspend  work  at  the  site  to  give  the  archaeologist  time  to  investigate  and  evaluate  archaeological 
resources  should  they  be  encountered. 

Should  evidence  of  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found  during  the  monitoring 
program,  the  archaeologist  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO,  and  the  project  sponsor  would  halt 
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any  activities  that  the  archaeologist  and  the  ERO  jointly  determine  could  damage  such  cultural 
resources.  Ground-disturbing  activities  that  might  damage  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended 
for  a  total  maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction. 

After  notifying  the  ERO,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  that  would  contain  an  assessment  of  the 
potential  significance  of  the  find  and  recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be  implemented 
to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  the  ERO  would 
recommend  specific  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Mitigation  measures  might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional  on-site  investigations  by  the 
archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  preservation,  and  recovery  of  cultural  material.  Finally,  the 
archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  documenting  the  cultural  resources  that  were 
discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a  description  as  to  how  any  archaeological 
testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery  program  was  conducted. 

Copies  of  all  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO  for  review.  Following  approval  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  final  report(s) 
would  be  sent  by  the  archaeologist  directly  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest  Information  Center  of  the  California  Historical  Resources 
Information  System.  Three  copies  of  the  final  archaeology  report(s)  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  of  the  Planning  Department,  accompanied  by 
copies  of  the  transmittals  documenting  its  distribution  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest  Information  Center. 

•       The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites  with  water  during 
demolition,  earthmoving  and  construction  activities;  sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with 
water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling 
debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition  and 
construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control 
activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed 
water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 


E.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  (p.  43) 

ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition.  No 
rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  would  occur  and  no  Community  Center  project  would  be 
developed  at  the  project  site.  If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  archaeological  impacts  of 
the  project  as  proposed  would  not  occur,  nor  would  there  be  any  transportation  effects  of  the  proposed 
project,  nor  other  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study. 

This  alternative  would  preserve  the  option  to  develop  the  project  site  in  the  future  with  a  larger  or 
smaller  development.  Such  a  development  could  include  the  demolition  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building. 
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ALTERNATIVE  B:  CONSTRUCTION  OF  NEW  COMMUNITY  CENTER 
WITHOUT  REHABILITATION  OF  CARMEL  FALLON  BUILDING 

Under  this  alternative,  the  Community  Center  Board  would  construct  a  new  building  only  on  the  vacant 
western  portion  of  the  project  site,  providing  about  41,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  for  the  same  Community 
Center  program  as  is  proposed  with  the  project.  The  new  building  would  be  up  to  six  stories  (about 
80  feet)  in  height.  The  Community  Center  Board  could  continue  to  own  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  or 
could  sell  the  structure;  the  existing  building  and  its  site  would  not  be  part  of  the  project  under  this 
alternative. 

This  alternative  would  result  in  no  direct  adverse  effect  on  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building.  Unlike  the 
project,  this  alternative  would  not  rehabilitate  the  historic  structure,  and  accordingly,  the  Carmel  Fallon 
Building  could  continue  to  deteriorate,  as  with  the  No  Project  Alternative.  Also  as  with  the  No  Project 
Alternative,  a  future  project  could  be  proposed  that  would  include  demolition  of  the  Carmel  Fallon 
Building. 

Construction-related  effects  on  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project,  since  this  alternative  would  include  construction  of  a  new  structure  of  comparable  size  to  that  of 
the  project. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  Community  Center  program  would  be  very  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed 
project,  and  therefore,  transportation  effects  would  also  be  the  same  or  similar  as  those  of  the  project. 
Effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  would  be  similar  to  those 
of  the  project.  With  a  taller  building,  visual  effects  would  be  greater  than  those  of  the  project,  but  would 
be  less  than  significant. 


ALTERNATIVE  C:  DEMOLITION  OF  THE  CARMEL  FALLON  BUILDING 
AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  NEW  COMMUNITY  CENTER  BUILDING 

During  the  schematic  planning  and  design  stage  for  the  project,  the  Community  Center  Board  considered 
demolishing  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  and  constructing  a  new  41,000  sq.  ft.  building  at  the  project  site 
to  serve  as  the  Community  Center.  Although  not  the  preferred  alternative,  this  alternative  is  analyzed  in 
the  EIR  because  it  is  possible  that  during  subsequent  design  development,  the  currently  proposed  project, 
including  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  could  prove  to  be  infeasible. 

This  alternative  would  result  in  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  on  historic  architectural 
resources,  in  that  it  would  result  in  the  loss  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  which  has  been  determined 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  for  which  City  landmark  designation  is 
pending  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  anticipated  to  be  approved. 

As  with  Alternative  B,  construction-related  effects  on  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  similar  to 
those  of  the  proposed  project,  since  this  alternative  would  include  construction  of  a  new  structure  of 
comparable  size  to  that  of  the  project. 
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As  with  Alternative  B,  transportation  effects  would  also  be  the  same  or  similar  as  those  of  the  project, 
because  the  Community  Center  program  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  project.  Effects  described  in  the 
Initial  Study,  related  to  the  intensity  of  development,  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project. 
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PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


A.  SITE  LOCATION  AND  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  project  site  is  at  1800-1814  Market  Street  in  San  Francisco,  on  the  northwest  comer  of  Market, 
Octavia,  and  Waller  Streets  (see  Figure  1,  p.  9).  The  surrounding  land  uses  are  primarily  residential  and 
commercial.  In  the  immediate  site  vicinity  are  neighborhood  commercial/retail  uses,  multi-family 
residential  buildings,  and  other  institutional  uses,  including  the  University  of  California  Extension  Center 
on  Laguna  Street,  the  First  Baptist  Church  and  the  International  Christian  School  on  Waller  Street,  and 
the  Mount  Trinity  Baptist  Church,  Jews  for  Jesus,  and  the  San  Francisco  Law  School  on  Haight  Street. 

The  approximately  1 1,000-square-foot  site  consists  of  Lot  14  in  Assessor's  Block  871  and  is  occupied  by 
a  three-story  structure,  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  containing  approximately  6,600  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area. 
The  project  site  formerly  also  included  a  used  car  lot  and  a  private  club,  both  of  which  have  been 
demolished.  Figure  2,  p.  10,  shows  the  site  plan. 

The  project  would  rehabilitate  and  adaptively  reuse  the  existing  Carmel  Fallon  Building  and  construct  a 
new  five-story,  approximately  34,400-sq.-ft.  building  immediately  adjacent  on  the  west.  Together,  the 
rehabilitated  building  and  the  new  building  would  constitute  the  San  Francisco  Gay,  Lesbian,  Bisexual, 
Transgender  Community  Center.  The  project  would  provide  about  41,000  sq.  ft.  of  space,  including  a 
cafe,  retail  space,  a  reading  and  exhibit  room,  business  services,  an  auditorium,  a  kitchen,  meeting 
spaces,  offices,  storage,  and  other  ancillary  uses. 

Entry  to  the  Community  Center,  including  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  would  be  via  doorways  within  the 
new  structure,  on  Market  Street  and  Waller  Street,  immediately  west  of  the  existing  building.  Existing 
doorways  in  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  would  be  closed  off,  and  there  would  be  no  entry  to  the 
Community  Center  through  the  existing  building.  Figures  3  and  4,  pp.  1 1  and  12,  depict  existing  and 
proposed  ground  floor  plans,  respectively,  of  the  portion  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  nearest  the 
Market  and  Octavia  Street  facades. 

The  design  for  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  has  been  the  subject  of  discussions 
between  the  San  Francisco  Community  Center  Board  of  Directors  (the  project  sponsor),  Cee/Pfau 
Collaborative  (the  project  sponsor's  architect),  Friends  of  1800  Market  (an  advocacy  group  for  the 
preservation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building),  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage 
("Heritage,"  an  advocacy  group  for  preserving  San  Francisco's  historic  structures  and  resources),  Page  & 
Turnbull  (a  preservation  architecture  firm),  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  and  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board.  These  discussions  resulted  in  a  written  agreement  signed  by  the 
San  Francisco  Community  Center  Board  of  Directors,  Friends  of  1800  Market,  and  Heritage  that 
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describes  the  nature  of  the  process  agreed  to  for  designation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  as  a  City 
landmark  and  for  the  review  of  the  exterior  schematic  design  elevations  developed  by  Cee/Pfau 
Collaborative  and  Page  and  Tumbull.1  In  addition,  these  parties  agreed  to  the  following  elements  in  the 
approach  for  rehabilitation  and  reuse  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building: 

•  The  use  of  the  building  would  change  from  residential  units  above  ground-floor  retail  space  to 
community  center  use  on  all  three  floors.  (A  special-interest  retail  shop  would  exist  within  the 
Community  Center,  but  is  anticipated  to  be  located  in  the  interior  of  the  existing  Carmel  Fallon 
Building  and  would  not  have  direct  street  access;  the  existing  storefronts  would  be  converted  to 
other  community  center  uses,  as  described  on  p.  8.) 

•  The  existing  second  and  third  floor  window  sashes  on  the  Market  and  Octavia  Street  elevations 
(south  and  east  elevations,  respectively)  would  be  replaced  with  new  fixed  wood  windows  that  are 
designed  to  incorporate  1/4-inch  laminated  glass  (for  acoustic  purposes).  The  existing  window 
surrounds  would  be  restored,  repaired,  and/or  replaced  with  matching  pieces.  Figures  5  and  6, 
pp.  14  and  15,  shows  the  proposed  Market  and  Octavia  Street  elevations,  respectively. 

•  The  existing  second  and  third  floor  windows  on  the  Waller  Street  elevation  (north  elevation)  would 
be  retrofitted  with  3/16-inch  laminated  glass  (for  acoustic  purposes)  and  be  fixed  in  place, 
rendering  these  windows  inoperable,  but  in  a  manner  that  would  allow  the  windows  to  be  restored 
to  operational  status  in  the  future,  if  desired.  The  existing  window  surrounds  would  be  restored 
and  repaired  along  with  the  existing  window  sashes.  Figure  7,  p.  16,  shows  the  proposed  Waller 
Street  elevation. 

•  The  westerly  of  the  two  existing  storefronts  on  Market  Street  would  be  restored  and  modified  by 
reducing  the  setback  of  the  existing  entry  way  by  approximately  18  inches  in  depth,  making  the 
entryway  similar  to  the  other  existing  retail  entry  opening  to  the  east.  The  easterly  storefront, 
which  retains  less  of  its  original  character  than  the  other,  would  be  replaced  with  a  new  storefront 
that  would  be  comparable  in  architectural  detail  to  the  historic  facade.  Existing  glass  in  the 
storefront  windows  would  be  replaced  with  1/4-inch  laminated  glass  (for  acoustic  purposes). 
Existing  doors  would  also  be  replaced  with  inoperable  windows.  Replacement,  restoration,  and 
repair  of  siding  and  existing  moldings  would  occur,  as  necessary  (see  Figure  5). 

•  The  entry  arch  on  the  Market  Street  elevation  would  be  restored.  The  existing  steps  leading  to  the 
entry  would  be  removed  and  acoustic  glass  installed  within  the  entry  arch.  Behind  the  glass,  a 
display  area  would  be  created  (see  Figure  5). 


Information  on  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  is  excerpted  from  the  report  titled  Presentation  to  the 
Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  prepared  by  Cee/Pfau  Collaborative, 
May  20,  1998.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department.  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


•  The  existing  ground  floor,  which  comprises  six  distinct  levels,  would  be  replaced  with  one 
continuous  floor  level  at  the  same  level  of  the  main  entry  to  the  Community  Center  in  the  new 
building.  This  would  result  in  the  floor  level  of  the  easterly  of  the  two  Market  Street  storefronts 
being  raised  to  the  new  ground  floor  level. 

•  The  existing  billboard  on  the  Octavia  Street  elevation  would  be  removed  and  the  existing  siding 
would  be  restored.  The  existing  storefront  windows  on  this  elevation  would  be  replaced  with 
1/4-inch  laminated  glass  (for  acoustic  purposes).  Replacement  of  siding  and  existing  moldings  on 
the  Octavia  Street  elevation  would  occur,  as  necessary.  Signage  for  the  Community  Center  would 
be  placed  on  the  restored  siding  (see  Figure  6,  p.  15). 

•  The  existing  doors  on  the  Waller  Street  elevation  (north  elevation)  would  remain  but  would  be 
sealed  off  from  the  inside.  The  siding  on  this  elevation  would  be  restored  and  only  minimal 
amounts  of  siding  would  be  removed  in  this  restoration  process  (see  Figure  7,  p.  16). 

•  The  existing  structurally  unsound  back  porch  on  the  west  side  of  the  building  would  be  removed. 
The  west  wall  of  this  portion  of  the  existing  building  would  become  an  interior  wall  upon 
completion  of  the  new  Community  Center  (see  Figure  2,  p.  10). 

•  In  order  to  construct  a  new  foundation  for  the  existing  building,  it  is  anticipated  that  portions  of  the 
Market  and  Octavia  Street  facades,  including  the  ground-floor  storefronts  and  the  existing  entry, 
would  be  removed  and  then  reinstalled  following  foundation  work  and  seismic  strengthening, 
including  construction  of  shear  walls. 

As  described  above,  some  of  the  primary  physical  design  changes  to  the  existing  Carmel  Fallon  Building 
are  associated  with  the  existing  upper-story  windows  of  the  building.  Figure  8  presents  the  existing  and 
proposed  window  profiles  for  the  three  principal  facades  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building.  As  noted,  new 
windows  would  be  installed  at  the  second  and  third  stories  on  Market  and  Octavia  Streets,  while  upper- 
floor  windows  on  Waller  Street  would  be  repaired  and  reglazed.  All  windows  would  be  fitted  with 
acoustical  glass  to  reduce  noise  transmission  from  the  outside. 

No  architectural  design  for  the  new  34,400  sq.  ft.  building  is  currently  available.  The  new  building 
would  cover  the  remaining  western  portion  of  the  lot  and  would  adjoin  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building.  The 
main  entrance  of  the  Community  Center  would  be  on  the  Market  Street  side  of  the  new  building, 
immediately  west  of  the  historic  building,  and  access  to  the  interior  spaces  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building 
would  be  through  the  new  building.  The  existing  interior  stairway  in  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  which 
currently  leads  to  the  Market  Street  entrance,  would  be  reconfigured  so  that  it  would  provide  access 
between  the  new  structure  and  the  upper  levels  of  the  historic  building.  The  new  building  would  be  up  to 
five  stories  tall  and  up  to  approximately  65  feet  in  height.  Total  street  frontage  of  the  project  (including 
the  new  building  and  the  existing  building)  along  Market  Street  would  be  approximately  147  feet.  No 
parking  or  loading  spaces  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  project.  Figure  9,  p.  19,  presents  a  conceptual 
massing  diagram  of  the  proposed  new  building,  showing  the  existing  Carmel  Fallon  Building  in  the 
foreground. 
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II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  Carmel  Fallon  Building  is  rated  "3"  in  San  Francisco's  1976  Architectural  Survey  (where  "5"  is  the 
highest  ranking).  In  1997,  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  determined  that  the  building  appears 
eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  On  July  16,  1998,  the  Planning 
Commission  recommended  that  the  building  be  designated  a  City  landmark.  Action  on  the  landmark 
designation  is  pending  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

Project  construction  would  take  about  one  year.  Project  construction  is  expected  to  begin  in  mid-  to  late- 
summer  1999,  with  occupancy  planned  for  2000. 


B.  PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  primary  objective  of  the  project  sponsor  is  to  provide  a  community  center  of  at  least  41,000  sq.  ft. 
for  San  Francisco's  Lesbian,  Gay,  Bisexual  and  Transgender  community  and  visitors.  The  project 
sponsor  intends  for  the  Community  Center  to  provide  offices,  meeting  and  gathering  spaces,  economic 
development  activities,  information  outlets,  and  social  spaces,  including  a  cafe,  for  this  community.  No 
such  community  center  currently  exists  in  San  Francisco. 

Among  the  site  selection  criteria  used  by  the  Community  Center  Board  of  Directors  were  that  the 
Community  Center  be  located  on  a  major  street  with  good  transit  access  and  in  a  neighborhood  whose 
population  includes  a  substantial  portion  of  members  of  the  lesbian,  gay,  bisexual  and  transgender 
community,  such  as  the  Castro,  Hayes  Valley,  or  Mission  Districts.  The  site  was  to  be  at  least 
10,000  sq.  ft.  in  size,  preferably  including  a  corner  lot  to  enhance  the  Center's  visibility,  and  zoned  to 
allow  for  a  community  center  as  a  principal  permitted  use.  The  Board's  preference  at  the  start  was  to 
undertake  new  construction  rather  than  renovation  of  an  existing  structure  to  provide  for  maximum 
flexibility  in  accommodating  the  desired  program.  Finally,  it  was  necessary  that  the  site  owner  was 
willing  to  extend  the  non-profit  Community  Center  adequate  time  to  raise  funds  to  purchase  the  site,  a 
factor  that  precluded  acquisition  of  a  site  as  quickly  as  a  private  buyer. 

The  Community  Center  Board  spent  approximately  one  year  of  site  investigation  prior  to  settling  on  the 
1800-1814  Market  Street  site. 


C.  PROJECT  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS  AND  GENERAL  PLAN  POLICIES 

This  EIR  will  undergo  a  public  comment  period  as  noted  on  the  cover,  including  a  public  hearing  before 
the  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR.  Following  the  public  comment  period,  responses  to  written 
and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared  and  published  in  a  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
document.  The  Draft  EIR  will  be  revised  as  appropriate  and,  with  the  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses,  presented  to  the  Planning  Commission  for  certification  as  to  accuracy,  objectivity,  and 
completeness.  Certification  of  the  EIR  may  be  appealed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  No  approvals  or 
permits  may  be  issued  before  the  Final  EIR  is  certified. 
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APPROVALS 

Assuming  the  Board  of  Supervisors  approves  the  landmark  designation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building, 
the  proposed  project  would  require  issuance  of  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  by  the  Planning 
Department  or  Planning  Commission,  on  the  advice  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  for 
alterations  to  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  a  City  landmark.  The  proposed  project  would  comply  with  the 
Planning  Code  requirements  concerning  height  in  the  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood 
Commercial)  District  and  the  80-A  Height  and  Bulk  District  in  which  it  is  located.  The  project  requires  a 
parking  variance  and  possibly  a  density  variance  in  that  it  may  exceed  the  3.6:1  floor-area  ratio  for  an 
NC-3  District.  The  project  also  requires  Conditional  Use  Authorization  to  develop  a  lot  of  10,000  sq.  ft. 
or  greater,  to  develop  a  non-residential  building  of  6,000  sq.  ft.  or  greater,  and  to  exceed  the  bulk  limits 
above  40  feet  in  height:  in  the  "A"  bulk  district,  the  Planning  Code  limits  the  maximum  building  length 
to  1 10  feet  and  the  maximum  diagonal  plan  dimension  to  125  feet,  for  portions  of  the  building  above 
40  feet.  In  addition,  the  rehabilitation  of  the  existing  Carmel  Fallon  Building  requires  Conditional  Use 
Authorization  for  converting  the  residential  use  to  a  community  center  use.  The  project  would  require  a 
building  permit  from  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection. 

The  Planning  Commission  would  hold  a  public  hearing  to  consider  the  project  application  under 
Section  303(c)  for  authorization  of  a  Conditional  Use  and  under  Article  10  for  a  Certification  of 
Appropriateness,  and  would  adopt  a  motion  approving,  approving  with  conditions,  or  disapproving  the 
project.  At  the  same  public  hearing,  the  variance  application(s)  would  be  heard  by  the  Zoning 
Administrator. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  and  established  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of 
neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of 
commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  sectors  from  commercial  office  development 
and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  maximization  of  earthquake 
preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing 
a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that 
the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  motion  for  the  Conditional  Use  and  the 
Variance  decisions  will  contain  the  analysis  determining  whether  the  project  is  in  conformance  with  the 
Priority  Policies. 


GENERAL  PLAN 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land  use 
decisions,  contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  Planning  Commission 
would  review  the  project  in  the  context  of  applicable  objectives  and  policies  of  the  General  Plan.  Some 
of  the  key  objectives  and  policies  are  noted  here. 
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COMMUNITY  FACILITIES  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  1,  to  "Provide  neighborhood  centers  in  areas  lacking  adequate  community 
facilities." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  2,  to  "Assure  that  neighborhood  centers  complement  and  do  not  duplicate 
existing  public  and  private  facilities." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  4,  to  "Locate  neighborhood  centers  so  they  are  easily  accessible  and  near  the 
natural  center  of  activity." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  7,  to  "Program  the  centers  to  fill  gaps  in  needed  services,  and  provide  adequate 
facilities  for  ill-housed  existing  services." 

•  Objective  3,  Policy  8,  to  "Provide  neighborhood  centers  with  a  network  of  links  to  other 
neighborhood  and  citywide  services." 

•  Objective  4,  Policy  1,  to  "Assure  the  neighborhood  participation  in  the  initial  planning,  ongoing 
programming,  and  activities  of  multi-purpose  neighborhood  centers." 

COMMERCE  AND  INDUSTRY  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  3,  to  "Maintain  a  favorable  social  and  cultural  climate  in  the  city  in  order  to 
enhance  its  attractiveness  as  a  firm  location." 

•  Objective  6,  Policy  8,  to  "Preserve  historically  and/or  architecturally  important  buildings  or  groups 
of  buildings  in  neighborhood  commercial  districts." 

•  Objective  7,  Policy  2,  to  "Encourage  the  extension  of  needed  health  and  educational  services,  but 
manage  expansion  to  avoid  or  minimize  disruption  of  adjacent  residential  areas." 

URBAN  DESIGN  ELEMENT 

•  Objective  1,  Policy  3,  to  "Recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together,  produce  a  total  effect  that 
characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts." 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  4,  to  "Preserve  notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic,  architectural  or 
aesthetic  value,  and  promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and  features  that  provide 
continuity  with  past  development." 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  5,  to  "Use  care  in  remodeling  of  older  buildings,  in  order  to  enhance  rather 
than  weaken  the  original  character  of  such  buildings." 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  6,  to  "Respect  the  character  of  older  development  nearby  in  the  design  of  new 
buildings." 

•  Objective  2,  Policy  7,  to  "Recognize  and  protect  outstanding  and  unique  areas  that  contribute  in  an 
extraordinary  degree  to  San  Francisco's  visual  form  and  character." 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 
A.  ZONING  AND  LAND  USE 

The  Initial  Study  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  have  adverse  land  use  impacts.  Land  use  setting 
information  is  included  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes,  to  orient  the  reader. 

The  1  l,000-sq.-ft.  project  site  currently  is  occupied  by  a  three-story  building  formerly  containing  retail 
and  residential  uses  and  by  a  former  used  car  sales  lot  and  private  club.  Land  use  in  the  project  vicinity 
is  primarily  devoted  to  commercial  and  residential  land  uses.  In  the  immediate  site  vicinity  are 
neighborhood  commercial/retail  uses,  multi-family  residential  buildings,  and  other  institutional  uses, 
including  the  U.C.  Extension  Center  on  Laguna  Street,  the  First  Baptist  Church  and  the  International 
Christian  School  on  Waller  Street,  and  the  Mt.  Trinity  Baptist  Church,  Jews  for  Jesus,  and  the 
San  Francisco  Law  School  on  Haight  Street. 

The  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City  Zoning  Maps,  governs  land  uses,  densities 
and  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new  buildings  or  to  alter  or 
demolish  existing  ones  may  not  be  issued  unless  the  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Code  or  an 
exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  Planning  Code  describes  an  NC-3  District  as  a  moderate-scale  neighborhood  commercial  district 
consisting  of  a  wide  variety  of  comparison  and  specialty  goods  and  services  to  a  population  greater  than 
the  immediate  neighborhood  (Section  712.1).  Typically,  an  NC-3  District  is  a  linear  district  located 
along  heavily  trafficked  thoroughfares  which  also  serve  as  major  transit  routes. 

The  proposed  Community  Center  would  be  a  principal  permitted  use,  as  a  "large  institution,"  in  an  NC-3 
District.  Upper  story  residential  conversion  to  a  large  institution  would  require  Conditional  Use 
Authorization.2 

In  addition,  the  project  would  need  Conditional  Use  Authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  for 
development  of  a  lot  of  10,000  square  feet  or  larger  and  for  construction  of  a  building  of  6,000  square 
feet  or  larger,  and  to  exceed  the  bulk  limit  above  40  feet  in  height.  Above  40  feet,  the  project's 
maximum  horizontal  dimension  would  be  about  122.25  feet  and  the  maximum  diagonal  dimension 


In  an  NC-3  District,  conversion  of  second  story  residential  units  to  large  institutional  use  requires  Conditional  Use 
Authorization   Under  a  Planning  Code  Amendment  approved  by  the  Planning  Commission  in  July  1998  and  pending  before 
the  Board  of  Supervisors,  conversion  of  vacant  residential  units  on  the  third  story  and  above  to  large  institutional  use  would 
be  allowed,  as  a  conditional  use.  in  historic  buildings  found  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  if 
the  institutional  use  is  to  be  operated  by  a  non-profit  public  benefit  corporation.  This  pending  Code  change  would  apply  to 
the  proposed  Community  Center  project,  and  is  assumed  in  this  analysis. 
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A.  ZONING  AND  LAND  USE 


would  be  about  131  feet,  whereas  the  Planning  Code  limits  bulk  above  40  feet  in  the  80-A  Height  and 
Bulk  District  to  1 10  feet  in  horizontal  dimension  and  125  feet  in  diagonal  dimension  unless  the  Planning 
Commission  grants  an  exception. 

The  project  would  comply  with  the  height  limit  of  the  80-A  Height  and  Bulk  District  in  which  buildings 
are  permitted  up  to  a  height  of  80  feet.  A  variance  from  the  NC-3  District's  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of 
3.6  to  1  may  be  required  and  a  parking  variance  would  be  required  since  off-street  parking  would  not  be 
provided  as  part  of  the  project. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  like  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  directly  address  physical 
environmental  issues  and/or  contain  standards  or  targets  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve 
specific  components  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or 
substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

B.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

This  section  analyzes  potential  impacts  on  Historic  Architectural  Resources  and  Archaeological 
Resources.  The  Historic  Architectural  Resources  setting  is  presented  first,  followed  by  impacts.  The 
Archaeological  Resources  setting  and  impacts  then  follow,  beginning  on  p.  31. 

HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

SETTING 
PROJECT  SITE3 

Carmel  Fallon  Building  Construction  and  Condition 

The  Carmel  Fallon  Building  is  the  only  building  on  the  project  site.  It  is  a  three-story,  wood-frame 
building  in  the  Queen  Anne  architectural  style.  The  building  is  set  prominently  on  a  gore  lot  and  has  a 
wedge-shaped,  five-sided  plan  with  facades  on  Market  and  Waller  Streets  and  a  narrow  facade  on 
Octavia  Street  (see  Figure  10).  The  building  has  two  storefronts  on  Market  Street  that  are  separated  by 
the  entrance  to  the  upper  floors.  This  entrance  is  through  a  large  arched  opening  with  floral  carving  on 
the  front  portico.  The  eastern  storefront  has  been  altered  with  the  transom  area  filled  in  to  form  a  sign 
band,  but  the  western  storefront  appears  to  be  original.  The  Waller  Street  elevation  has  three  doorways 
and  two  pairs  of  windows  at  the  street  level.  One  door  and  four  street-level  windows  have  been  covered 
with  boards. 


Information  on  the  history  and  architecture  of  the  existing  Carmel  Fallon  Building  is  excerpted  from  the  Historic  Structure 
Report  submitted  to  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  prepared  by  Patrick  McGrew  Associates,  Architects, 
December  1997,  and  the  Primary  Record  form  prepared  for  the  State  of  California  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation. 
Copies  of  these  assessments  are  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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View  (if  Octavia  Street  facade  looking  west 
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The  upper  floors  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  are  clad  in  drop  siding  and  have  a  series  of  two-story  bay 
windows  on  the  street  facades.  Two  rectangular  bay  windows  face  Market  Street,  one  round  bay  window 
faces  the  corner  of  Octavia  and  Market  Streets,  one  rectangular  bay  window  is  set  on  an  angle  facing  the 
corner  of  Octavia  and  Waller  Streets,  and  one  rectangular  bay  window  faces  Waller  Street.  Each  of  the 
cornices  above  the  second  and  third  floor  windows  have  wide  frieze  bands  with  applied  plaster  garlands 
and  swag  ornament.  The  windows  are  1/1  double-hung  and  framed  by  pilasters.  The  top  of  the  building 
has  an  ornate  cornice  with  dentils. 

History  of  Carmel  Fallon  Building 

The  building  was  constructed  in  1894  for  Carmel  Fallon,  who  was  a  hotel  owner  in  San  Francisco. 
Carmel  Fallon  was  the  daughter  of  Simon  Cota,  a  Spanish  soldier,  and  Martina  Castro  Cota  (later  Lodge 
Depaux),  daughter  of  Joaquin  Ysidro  Castro,  the  military  governor  of  California  under  Mexican  rule. 
Martina  Castro  was  the  first  woman  to  receive  a  land  grant,  Rancho  Soquel,  in  her  own  name.  Carmel 
Castro  was  born  in  1827  and  was  raised  on  Rancho  Soquel.  In  1849,  Carmel  Castro  married  Thomas 
Fallon,  who  was  a  member  of  Colonel  John  Fremont's  expedition  into  California  in  1843-1844.  Thomas 
Fallon  led  a  party  to  raise  the  American  flag  over  San  Jose  in  1846  and  was  a  member  of  Fremont's 
California  Battalion.  With  the  Gold  Rush,  Thomas  Fallon  became  a  merchant  who  ran  a  hotel,  saddlery 
shop,  and  store  on  the  Mission  plaza  in  Santa  Cruz.  The  Fallons  sold  this  property  and  moved  to  Texas 
with  their  three  children  in  1852.  In  1854,  the  Fallons  returned  to  California;  however,  their  three 
children  had  died  of  a  fever.  Thomas  Fallon  opened  a  saddle  shop  in  San  Jose  and  they  built  a  grand 
home  in  San  Jose  (which  survives  today  and  has  been  rehabilitated  by  the  City  of  San  Jose  and  is  reputed 
to  be  the  oldest  residence  in  the  Italianate  style  in  Santa  Clara  County).  The  Fallons  prospered  with  real 
estate  investments  and  Thomas  Fallon  served  as  mayor  of  San  Jose  in  1859  and  later  served  as  treasurer. 
During  this  time,  the  Fallons  had  six  more  children. 

In  1876,  Carmel  Fallon  reportedly  found  her  husband  in  a  "compromising"  situation  with  their  domestic 
servant  and  she  attacked  them  both  with  a  fireplace  poker.  (Both  Thomas  Fallon  and  the  domestic 
servant  survived  the  attack.)  Carmel  Fallon  removed  herself  and  her  four  unmarried  children  from  the 
house  in  San  Jose  and  filed  for  divorce  the  following  day.  Carmel  Fallon  received  a  sizable  settlement 
that  included  property  at  Third  and  Minna  Streets  in  San  Francisco.  Not  much  is  known  of  Carmel 
Fallon's  whereabouts  for  the  next  eighteen  years.  Thomas  Fallon  died  in  1885  and  left  the  bulk  of  his 
estate  to  his  eldest  daughter  and  youngest  son. 

By  1894  Carmel  Fallon  was  living  in  San  Francisco  with  or  near  several  of  her  adult  children.  She 
commissioned  San  Jose  architect  Edward  D.  Goodrich  to  design  a  building  on  property  at  the  corner  of 
Market  and  Waller  Streets.  The  design  of  the  three-story  building  included  the  residence  above  retail 
shops  as  well  as  a  coal  and  woodshed  business.  The  property  was  typical  of  the  mixed-use  buildings 
constructed  along  Market  Street  in  the  1890s. 

One  of  the  distinguishing  characteristics  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  is  that  it  survived  the  1906 
earthquake  and  fire.  The  fire  consumed  the  buildings  across  the  street  and  southward  from  the  Carmel 
Fallon  Building.  Carmel  Fallon  lived  in  the  building  during  this  time  and  it  is  known  that  four  of  her 
children  also  lived  there  in  1910.  Carmel  Fallon  died  in  1923  and  was  referred  to  as  the  oldest  member 
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of  the  Native  Daughters  of  California  (a  pioneer  organization  open  to  those  who  arrived  in  California 
before  1870).  Upon  her  death,  her  surviving  children  and  grandchildren  litigated  her  estate  until  1928, 
w  hen  a  trust  was  created  that  was  settled  in  1976.  The  trust  made  donations  in  her  honor  to  the 
San  Francisco  War  Memorial  Complex  trust  and  a  plaque  bears  her  name  today  in  the  San  Francisco 
Opera  House. 

Carmel  Fallon's  estate  included  two  hotels,  the  Fallon  Hotel,  which  was  nearby  at  Market  and  Valencia 
Streets,  and  the  Carmel  Hotel,  which  was  at  Third  and  Minna  Streets.  By  the  time  litigation  of  her  estate 
was  resolved,  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  had  declined  in  value  and  the  trustees  of  the  estate  sold  the 
property  in  1933  due  to  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  property.  The  Carmel  Fallon  Building  has  remained 
relatively  unchanged  over  the  years  as  the  greatest  changes  on  Market  Street  occurred  eastward  to  The 
Embarcadero. 

Historic  Significance  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building 

The  building  was  determined  by  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  (SHPO)  to  appear  eligible  for 
listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  in  1997.  To  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places,  a  property  must  meet  one  or  more  of  the  four  specific  criteria  associated  with 
a  significant  theme  or  pattern  in  the  history,  architecture,  archaeology,  engineering,  or  culture  of  an  area. 
A  property  may  possess  significance  for  its  prehistoric  or  historic  association  with  events  (Criterion  A), 
its  prehistoric  or  historic  association  with  significant  persons  (Criterion  B),  its  embodiment  of  a  type  or 
form  of  construction  or  for  aesthetic  values,  or  its  representation  of  the  work  of  a  master  (Criterion  C),  or 
its  yielding  or  potential  to  yield  important  information  (Criterion  D).  Appendix  B  provides  additional 
detail  on  these  criteria. 

SHPO's  determination  was  made  as  part  of  analysis  of  the  Central  Freeway  Replacement  Project.  In  the 
Primary  Record  form  prepared  as  part  of  a  February  1997  Historic  Architecture  Survey  report  for  the 
freeway  project,  Caltrans  evaluators  found  that  the  building  appeared  eligible  for  the  National  Register 
under  Criterion  C,  "as  a  remarkable  surviving  example  of  Queen  Anne  mixed-use  architecture  on  Market 
Street."  According  to  the  Primary  Record,  "Despite  the  neglect  of  recent  years  and  the  installation  of  a 
large  billboard  in  front  of  the  store  windows  facing  east,  the  building  retains  sufficient  integrity  of 
location,  design,  materials,  workmanship,  and  feeling."  SHPO  concurred  with  this  determination  in  a 
May  1997  letter  to  the  Federal  Highway  Administration.  SHPO  had  also  concurred  the  previous  year 
with  a  separate  report  that  identified  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  as  a  contributor  to  a  proposed  Hayes 
Valley  Historic  District. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  on  July  16,  1998,  approved  a  resolution  recommending  that  the 
Carmel  Fallon  Building  be  designated  a  City  landmark.  Legislation  approving  local  landmark  status  is 
pending  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  case  report  for  the  building  notes  that  it: 

is  significant  as  an  essentially  unaltered  Queen  Anne  style,  mixed  using  building  which 
survived  the  1906  earthquake  fire  (built  1894).  It  occupies  a  prominent  position  on  the 
corner  of  its  triangular  block,  a  visual  landmark  on  the  incline  of  upper  Market  Street. 
Its  excellent  design  makes  an  asset  of  the  difficult  site,  a  truncated  gore.  Three  different 


97.834E    1800-1814  Market  Street 


27  Lesbian.  Gay,  Bisexual,  Trarjsgender  Community  Center 


III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 


B.  CULTURAL  RESOURCES: 
HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES  -  SETTING 


but  complementary  shapes  of  second  and  third  floor  bay  windows  artfully  disguise  the 
site's  odd  angles.  One  storefront  is  unaltered,  and  the  other  appears  to  lack  only  a  few 
moldings;  such  intact  19th  century  storefronts  are  exceedingly  rare;  no  others  exist 
anywhere  on  Market  Street.  The  whole  structure  is  the  oldest  intact  building  on  Market 
east  of  Castro.4 

The  case  report  rated  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  "excellent"  in  terms  of  age  of  construction,  design, 
association  with  historic  persons,  and  integrity;  "very  good"  in  terms  of  style,  use/type/construction, 
interior,  association  with  historical  patterns,  and  continuity,  setting  and  visual  significance  of  physical 
context;  and  "good"  in  terms  of  its  architect  and  its  association  with  historic  events.  If  these  ratings  were 
scored  on  the  basis  of  the  Heritage  Downtown  Survey,  the  building  would  receive  the  highest  possible 
score  of  90  points,  and  would  be  rated  "A."  It  should  be  noted  that  the  historic  structure  report  cited  in 
Footnote  3  gave  the  building  a  score  of  36  points  on  the  same  rating  scale. 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  conducted  a  citywide  survey  of 
architecturally  significant5  buildings,  rating  approximately  the  best  10  percent  of  San  Francisco's 
buildings  from  a  low  "0"  to  a  high  of  "5."  The  inventory  assessed  the  architectural  significance  of  the 
surveyed  structures  from  the  standpoint  of  overall  design  and  particular  design  features.  Both 
contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  included;  historical  associations  were  not  considered.  Each 
building  was  given  two  summary  numerical  ratings,  one  for  architectural  quality  and  one  for  overall 
architectural  significance,  urban  design  context,  and  environmental  significance.5  (The  latter  rating  is 
most  commonly  referred  to.)  In  the  estimation  of  the  inventory  participants,  buildings  rated  "3"  or 
higher  represent  approximately  the  best  two  percent  of  the  City's  architecture.  The  Carmel  Fallon 
Building  on  the  project  site  was  rated  a  "3"  in  the  1976  citywide  survey. 

PROJECT  VICINITY 

Historic  architectural  resources  in  the  project  vicinity  include  the  McMorry-Lagan  House  at  188-198 
Haight  Street  (City  Landmark  No.  164),  which  is  approximately  two  blocks  north  of  the  project  site,  the 
Nightingale  House  at  201  Buchanan  Street  (City  Landmark  No.  47),  which  is  approximately  two  blocks 
west  of  the  project  site,  and  the  U.S.  Mint,  which  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and 
is  approximately  three  blocks  west  of  the  project  site. 


San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  Case  Report:  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  revised  June  3,  1998. 
Prepared  by  Anne  Bloomfield.  This  report  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 

This  use  of  the  word  significant  is  to  be  differentiated  from  its  use  in  the  sense  under  CEQA  that  denotes  an  effect  that 
constitutes  a  substantia]  adverse  change  in  the  physical  environment.  Significant,  when  used  in  reference  to  historic 
architectural  resources,  denotes  a  resource's  importance,  in  that  context. 
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IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

A  project  is  normally  found  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  will  substantially  disrupt 
or  substantially  adversely  affect  a  property  of  historic  significance  or  conflict  with  the  preservation  of 
buildings  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code. 

CEQA  Section  21084.1  states  that  "a  project  that  may  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
significance  of  an  historical  resource  is  a  project  that  may  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment." 
This  section  defines  "historical  resource"  as  one  that  is  listed  in,  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  in,  the 
California  Register  of  Historical  Resources,  and  states  that  resources  listed  in  a  local  register  of  historical 
resources  "are  presumed  to  be  historically  or  culturally  significant."  A  "local  register  of  historic 
resources"  is  defined  in  Public  Resources  Code  Sec.  5020.1  as  "a  list  of  properties  officially  designated 
or  recognized  as  historically  significant  by  a  local  government  pursuant  to  a  local  ordinance  or 
resolution."  A  "substantial  adverse  change"  is  defined  in  Public  Resources  Code  Sec.  5020.1  as 
"demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  such  that  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource 
would  be  impaired." 

As  noted  in  the  Historic  Architectural  Resources  setting,  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  has  been 
determined  by  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  to  appear  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  As  also  noted,  legislation  designating  the  building  a  City  landmark  is 
pending  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Designation  as  a  landmark  would  be  considered  listing  on  a 
local  register  of  historic  resources,  qualifying  the  building  as  a  historic  resources  under  CEQA 
Section  20184.1.  Therefore,  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  is  considered  a  historical  resource  for  purposes 
of  this  report. 

Planning  Code  Article  10,  Preservation  of  Historical,  Architectural  and  Aesthetic  Landmarks,  in  its 
standards  for  granting  of  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness,  states  that  work  involving  a  landmark 
structure: 

shall  preserve,  enhance  or  restore,  and  shall  not  damage  or  destroy,  the  exterior  architectural 
features  of  the  landmark  ....  The  proposed  work  shall  not  adversely  affect  the  special  character  or 
special  historical,  architectural  or  aesthetic  interest  or  value  of  the  landmark  and  its  site,  as  viewed 
both  in  themselves  and  their  setting  ....  (Section  1006.7(b)). 

The  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  the  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  are  widely  used  to 
determine  whether  a  project  may  have  an  adverse  effect  on  a  historic  property:  a  project  that  is 
consistent  with  the  Secretary's  Standards  would  not  normally  be  found  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 
environment.  The  National  Park  Service  uses  the  Secretary's  Standards  and  the  accompanying 
Guidelines  for  implementing  the  standards  in  reviewing  federal  projects  that  involve  Historic  Properties. 
There  are  four  sets  of  standards,  for  Preservation,  Rehabilitation,  Restoration,  and  Reconstruction.  Of 
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the  four,  the  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  are  most  applicable  to  projects  involving  renovation  and 
adaptive  reuse  of  historic  buildings,  such  as  the  Community  Center  project.  The  Park  Service  and  the 
State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  also  use  the  Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  the 
accompanying  Guidelines  in  determining  eligibility  of  rehabilitation  projects  for  federal  tax  credits.6 

IMP  A  CT  ASSESSMENT 

Discussions  between  the  San  Francisco  Community  Center  Board  of  Directors,  Friends  of  1800  Market, 
The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage  (Heritage),  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  and  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB)  have  resulted  in  a  proposed  project 
that  includes  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building.  The  rehabilitation  would  be  completed  in 
accordance  with  the  agreement  signed  by  these  parties,  which  would  result  in  the  use  of  the  Carmel 
Fallon  Building  as  part  of  the  Community  Center  without  compromising  the  historic  architectural 
integrity  of  the  structure.  Specifically,  an  agreement  signed  by  the  Community  Center  Board,  Heritage, 
and  Friends  of  1800  Market  resulted  in  the  current  design,  including  restoration  of  second  and  third  story 
windows  on  Waller  Street  and  replacement  of  second  and  third  story  windows  on  Market  and  Octavia 
Streets  with  historically  compatible  windows  (with  new  acoustic  glazing  in  all  windows);  restoration  of 
the  west  ground-floor  storefront  on  Market  Street,  replacement  of  the  east  storefront  with  a  historically 
compatible  facade,  and  placement  of  fixed  acoustical  glazing  in  all  storefront  windows  and  in  the 
existing  main  entrance  on  Market  Street  (the  existing  steps  will  be  removed);  removal  of  the  existing 
billboard  on  Octavia  Street  and  restoration  of  this  ground  floor  facade,  with  placement  of  fixed  acoustical 
glazing  in  the  storefront  window  and  installation  of  a  sign  identifying  the  Community  Center;  retention 
of  existing  Waller  Street  doors,  which  would  be  sealed  on  the  interior;  and  repair,  restoration,  and 
replacement  of  siding  as  needed  (the  Market  and  Octavia  Street  facades  are  anticipated  to  require  more 
restoration  and  replacement  than  the  Waller  Street  facade,  owing  to  greater  exposure  to  weather  and  the 
need  to  remove  siding  on  the  former  two  facades  for  seismic  strengthening).  These  proposed  renovations 
were  presented  to  the  LPAB  during  its  consideration  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  for  City  landmark 
status.  The  Board  indicated  that  the  alterations  appeared  to  be  consistent  with  the  pending  landmark 
status,  and  would  likely  meet  the  criteria  for  granting  of  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness,  as  described 
above  under  Significance  Criteria. 

An  independent  preservation  architect  has  reviewed  the  proposed  project  to  determine  whether  it  would 
be  consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.1  This  review  (the  "ARG 
Report")  determined  that  the  project  would  generally  be  in  compliance  with  the  Standards.  The  ARG 
Report  recommended  that  the  final  designs  for  the  Market  Street  storefronts,  the  interior  stair,  and  the 
new  building  be  reviewed  further  against  the  Standards  as  the  plans  are  refined. 


There  are  two  slightly  different  versions  of  the  Secretary's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  The  most  recent  version  was 
prepared  in  1992  as  part  of  a  revision  of  all  four  standards,  and  was  codified  in  1995  as  36  CFR  Part  68.  A  1990  version  of 
the  Standards  for  Rehabilitation,  codified  as  36  CFR  Part  67,  is  mandatory  for  use  in  projects  seeking  to  qualify  for  federal 
tax  credits  for  renovation  of  historic  properties.  There  are  no  substantive  differences  between  the  two,  only  minor  changes  in 
wording.  This  report  uses  the  1992  Standards  for  Rehabilitation. 

Cathleen  Malmstrom,  Architectural  Resources  Group,  memorandum  to  David  Full,  Environmental  Science  Associates, 
July  17,  1998.  This  report  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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The  ARG  Report  stated  that  replacement  (on  Market  and  Octavia  Streets)  and  repair  (on  Waller  Street) 
of  windows  sashes  and  exterior  siding  and  trim  would  be  consistent  with  the  Standards  as  long  as  the 
new  elements  "convey  the  same  visual  appearance"  as  the  original.  Removal  of  the  west  side  of  the 
building,  where  it  would  abut  the  new  structure,  would  also  be  consistent.  Removal  of  the  back  porch  on 
the  west  side  of  the  building  would  be  acceptable,  in  light  of  the  Standards,  if  this  element  is  found  to  be 
unable  to  be  seismically  upgraded  consistent  with  the  overall  building  upgrade;  in  such  instance,  the 
Waller  Street  facade  of  the  porch  should  be  retained  (as  is  proposed  with  the  project).  The  proposed 
work  on  the  Market  Street  storefronts,  including  replacement  of  doors  with  fixed  glass,  renovation  of  the 
west  storefront  and  reconstruction  of  the  east  storefront,  appears  to  be  compatible  with  the  Standards, 
although  the  ARG  Report  recommended  further  exploration  of  the  proposed  single  ground  floor  level,  in 
the  context  of  structural  requirements.  As  for  interior  changes,  the  ARG  report  recommended  retaining 
and  reusing  historic  elements  of  the  existing  stairway  and,  in  general,  minimizing  the  alteration  of 
original  spaces  and  partitions  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  The  new  five-story  building  adjoining  the 
Carmel  Fallon  Building  should  be,  consistent  with  the  Standards,  clearly  differentiated  from  the  historic 
structure  but  also  compatible  in  terms  of  mass,  materials,  relationship  of  solids  to  voids  (pattern  of 
fenestration),  and  color,  and  should  not  destroy  character-defining  features  of  the  historic  building. 
Because  there  is  as  yet  no  design  for  the  new  building,  the  ARG  Report  recommended  review  of  the 
plans  for  compatibility  with  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  as  the  design  is  developed. 

It  is  not  certain  that  the  project  would  be  consistent  in  every  respect  with  the  Secretary's  Standards,  and 
there  may  be  disagreement  among  some  observers  on  some  details  of  the  project  as  the  design  is 
developed.  Mitigation  would  reduce  related  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level,  so  that  the  project 
would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  environmental  impact  on  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building. 

Given  that  the  project  would  rehabilitate  and  adaptively  reuse  a  historic  structure,  no  cumulative  effects 
on  historic  architectural  resources  have  been  identified. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES8 
SETTING 

A  records  search  was  conducted  to  determine  if  there  is  a  likelihood  that  prehistoric  or  historic 
subsurface  resources  could  exist  at  the  project  site.  In  accordance  with  the  records  search,  prehistoric 
Native  American  archaeological  resources  tend  to  be  situated  on  alluvial  fans  near  the  historic  bay 
margins.  The  project  site  is  located  on  a  broad  terrace  well  away  from  the  historic  bay  margins  and  the 
potential  for  prehistoric  Native  American  archaeological  resources  to  exist  at  the  project  site  is  low. 

During  the  Mission  period  (1775-1836)  the  Mission  Dolores  complex  was  located  near  the  project  site. 
Although  the  project  site  is  not  located  within  the  living  quarters  of  the  Mission,  the  records  search 
indicates  that  there  is  a  high  possibility  of  identifying  the  remains  of  camps,  buildings,  or  other  mission- 


Information  on  the  archaeological  resources  in  the  project  site  vicinity  is  excerpted  from  the  records  search  conducted  by  the 
Northwest  Information  Center  of  the  California  Historical  Resources  Information  System.  A  copy  of  this  records  search  is 
available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  San 
Francisco. 
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related  features  at  the  project  site.  Unlike  a  large  number  of  mission  complex  sites  in  California,  there 
has  been  no  systematic  archaeological  work  undertaken  within  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Mission  Dolores 
complex.  However,  surface  reconnaissance  archaeological  surveys  at  the  Sisters  of  Notre  Dame  School 
(1952),  Mission  Dolores  cemetery  (1952),  and  a  recent  accidental  discovery  by  a  public  utilities 
company  west  of  the  Mission  have  yielded  promising  material  (these  surveys  have  occurred  within  five 
blocks  of  the  project  site).  Similarly  a  small-scale  burial  excavation  (1923)  within  the  Mission  itself  also 
produced  information  of  valuable  research  potential.  Thus,  given  the  proximity  of  some  known 
archaeological  resources  and  the  evidence  found  in  archival  research,  there  is  a  possibility  that 
prehistoric  and  historic  archaeological  resources  may  be  present  at  the  project  site. 

IMPACTS 

No  previously  identified  historic  archaeological  resource  has  been  recorded  for  the  project  site. 
However,  archival  research  suggests  that  buried  historic  period  archaeological  cultural  resources  may  lie 
within  the  project  site.  These  include  the  remains  of  camps,  buildings  or  other  features  that  would  be 
related  to  the  occupancy  of  Mission  Dolores. 

Given  the  fact  that  not  a  single  Mission  Period  structure  or  feature  has  ever  been  excavated  anywhere  in 
the  Mission  Dolores  or  elsewhere  in  San  Francisco,  any  discovery  of  foundations,  artifacts,  and  trash 
deposits  or  other  features  associated  with  the  Mission  period  would  be  of  great  interest  to  the 
archaeologist  and  historian.  Any  archaeological  data  and  resources  related  to  the  Mission  period  that 
may  be  discovered  would  furnish  significant  information  on  the  lifestyles  associated  with  the  Mission 
Dolores. 

There  is  also  the  possibility  that  privies,  trash  deposits,  foundations  of  Gold  Rush  structures  and 
occupation  of  the  project  site  may  survive  to  the  present.  These  would  be  expected  to  reflect  the  Gold 
Rush  period,  including  the  small  structures  that  existed  just  north  of  Mission  Dolores  and  south  of  the 
project  site.  Data  from  trash  and  other  features  of  residents  of  this  part  of  the  Mission  Dolores  would  be 
of  interest  in  reconstruction  and  comparison  of  pre-Gold  Rush  and  Gold  Rush  lifestyles.  Additional 
archaeological  information  would  document  the  nature  of  Mexican  lifestyles  that  would  complement 
Gold  Rush  data  from  other  parts  of  San  Francisco  that  are  primarily  Anglo-American  in  origin. 

The  Carmel  Fallon  Building  does  not  have  a  basement  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  below  grade 
construction  has  occurred  at  the  project  site.  Thus,  any  subsurface  archaeological  resources  at  the  project 
site  may  remain  intact  since  the  project  site  remains  essentially  unexcavated  and  thus  apparently 
undisturbed.  Construction  of  a  new  foundation  for  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  and  of  the  proposed  new 
building  to  the  west,  which  would  include  earthmoving  activities  and  possible  excavation  (depending  on 
the  final  design  selected  for  the  new  addition),  could  disturb  soils  not  exposed  by  previous  activity  at  the 
project  site.  If  archaeological  resources  are  encountered  during  these  earthmoving  activities,  this  could 
be  a  significant  impact.  A  mitigation  measure  has  been  included  in  the  project  to  reduce  potential 
impacts  to  subsurface  cultural  resources  to  a  level  of  insignificance  should  such  resources  be  encountered 
during  excavation  and  construction  (see  p.  40). 
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With  mitigation  that  would  preserve  the  historical  value  of  subsurface  cultural  resources,  should  such 
resources  be  identified,  the  project  could  not  contribute  measurably  to  adverse  cumulative  effects  on 
archaeological  resources. 

C.  TRAFFIC  AND  CIRCULATION 

A  transportation  study  was  prepared  for  the  project  and  is  summarized  here  (Wilbur  Smith,  1998). 9 

SETTING 

Within  the  project  vicinity.  Market  Street,  Haight  Street  and  Page  Street  (between  Market  and  Laguna 
only)  are  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  a  Transit 
Preferential  Streets.  Market  (west  of  Franklin),  Gough.  and  Franklin  Streets  are  designated  in  the 
Transportation  Element  as  Major  Arterials.  (Gough  and  Franklin  Streets  form  a  one-way  couplet  for 
traffic  to  and  from  Market  Street.)  The  above-designated  major  arterials  are  also  part  of  the  Congestion 
Management  Program  (CMP)  Network  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System  (MTS)  Streets, 
Highways  and  Freight  Network.  The  Transportation  Element  designates  Market  and  Page  Streets  as 
Citywide  Bicycle  Routes.  Haight  and  Market  Streets  are  part  of  the  Citywide  Pedestrian  Network; 
Haight,  Market,  Gough  and  Franklin  are  Neighborhood  Pedestrian  Streets.  Major  intersections  on 
Market  Street  in  the  project  vicinity  are  traffic-signal-controlled;  non-arterial  street  intersections  are 
either  signalized  or  have  stop  signs. 

Freeway  access  to/from  the  East  Bay  (via  1-80  and  the  Bay  Bridge)  and  the  South  Bay  (via  U.S.  101)  is 
provided  via  on-  and  off-ramps  at  Mission  Street  and  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  an  off-ramp  at  Fell 
and  Laguna  Streets.  An  on-ramp  at  Oak  and  Laguna  Streets  is  to  be  reopened  in  2001  as  part  of  the 
retrofitting  and  widening  of  the  Central  Freeway  between  Mission  and  Oak/Fell  to  accommodate  two- 
way  traffic,  approved  by  San  Francisco  voters  in  November  1997.  Vehicles  traveling  to/from  the  North 
Bay  use  various  routes,  including  Gough  and  Franklin  Streets,  to  reach  Lombard  Street  (U.S.  101) 
between  the  project  site  and  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge. 

The  project  site  is  served  directly  by  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway's  F-Market  (historic)  streetcar 
line  on  Market  Street.  Five  other  surface  bus  lines  stop  within  about  two  blocks  of  the  project  site,  on 
Haight/Page  and  Valencia  Streets,  and  another  four  lines  and  the  MUNI  Metro  light  rail  service  are 
within  about  one-third  of  a  mile;  there  is  a  total  of  18  MUNI  lines,  including  Metro  lines  and  express  bus 
lines,  serving  the  project  vicinity  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Other  transit  services,  including  BART,  AC 
Transit,  SamTrans,  and  Golden  Gate  Transit,  are  available  via  connecting  MUNI  lines. 

An  off-street  parking  supply  and  occupancy  survey  of  the  study  area,  bounded  by  Laguna  and  Fell 
Streets,  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Market,  Gough,  and  Otis  Streets,  Duboce  Avenue,  and  Guerrero  Street,  was 
conducted  during  the  weekday  evening  period,  between  6:00  p.m.  and  8:00  p.m.  The  weekday  evening 
survey  best  approximates  the  peak  parking  demand  generated  by  the  University  of  California  Extension 


The  full  transportation  report  is  available  for  public  review  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department.  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 
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Center,  which  offers  evening  classes  and  is  one  block  west  of  the  project  site  on  Laguna  Street.  The 
survey  time  period  also  represents  likely  peak  demand  parking  conditions  for  an  event  held  at  the 
project's  proposed  auditorium  facility.  In  addition,  weekday  early  afternoon  parking  occupancy  data 
from  a  previous  study  was  reviewed. 

Approximately  775  off-street  parking  spaces  are  in  12  parking  lots  and  garages  in  the  survey  area. 
Evening  occupancy  levels  were  found  to  average  about  48  percent  (ranging  between  13  percent  and 
59  percent,  except  the  U.C.  Extension  lot,  which  was  at  capacity).  Midday  occupancy  levels  averaged 
about  70  percent  for  the  monthly  parking  spaces  and  about  90  percent  (ranging  between  43  percent  and 
96  percent).  On-street  parking  in  the  project  area  is  effectively  at  capacity  during  both  the  evening  and 
midday  periods. 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

City  policy  has  been  that  a  project  is  considered  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it 
would  cause  a  signalized  intersection  to  deteriorate  to  an  unacceptable  level  (i.e.,  from  LOS  D  or  better 
to  LOS  E  or  F),  interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems  causing  substantial  alteration  to  circulation 
patterns  or  causing  major  traffic  hazards,  or  contribute  substantially  to  cumulative  traffic  increases  that 
cause  intersections  that  would  otherwise  operate  at  acceptable  levels  to  deteriorate  to  unacceptable 
levels.  The  City  has  no  formally  adopted  significance  criteria  for  potential  impacts  related  to  transit,  but 
City  policy  has  been  that  a  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  if  it  would  cause  a  substantial  increase 
in  transit  demand  that  cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity,  resulting  in 
unacceptable  levels  of  transit  service.  Regarding  parking,  San  Francisco  General  Plan  policies 
emphasize  the  importance  of  public  transit  use  and  discourage  the  provision  of  facilities  that  encourage 
automobile  use.  Therefore,  the  creation  of  or  increase  in  parking  demand  resulting  from  a  proposed 
project  that  cannot  be  met  by  existing  or  proposed  parking  facilities  would  not  itself  be  considered  a 
significant  effect.  The  City  has  no  adopted  significance  criteria  for  pedestrian  or  bicycle  impacts.  For 
this  analysis,  the  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  if  it  were  to  result  in  substantial  pedestrian 
overcrowding,  create  particularly  hazardous  conditions  for  pedestrians  or  bicyclists,  or  otherwise 
substantially  interfere  with  pedestrian  and  bicycle  accessibility.  Generally,  construction-period 
transportation  impacts  would  not  be  considered  significant  because  they  would  be  temporary. 

TRA  VEL  DEMAND  ANALYSIS 

The  project  would  generate  a  total  of  about  8,120  daily  person  trips  (all  net  new),  of  which  about 
770  trips  (9.5  percent  of  daily  person  trips)  would  occur  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour.10  Although 
expressed  on  a  person  trip-end  basis,  the  trip  generation  includes  all  travel  to  and  from  the  project  in 
autos,  on  public  transit,  by  foot,  and  by  other  modes  (e.g.,  walking,  bicycles,  taxis,  etc.).  Projected  daily, 
and  inbound  and  outbound  p.m.  peak-hour  trips  by  mode  expected  to  be  generated  by  the  project  are 
shown  in  Table  1.  The  project  would  generate  about  415  p.m.  peak-hour  trips  by  auto,  275  trips  inbound 


10 


The  travel  demand  was  conservatively  based  on  a  full  capacity  event  at  the  Community  Center  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour. 
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TABLE  1 

NET  NEW  TRAVEL  DEMAND  (PERSON  TRIP  ENDS)  BY  MODE  TYPE 


Daily   P.M.  Peak  Hour  a  

Travel  Mode  Total         Total      Inbound  Outbound 


Auto 

417 

275 

142 

Transit 

170 

112 

58 

Other  b 

184 

121 

.63 

TOTAL 

8,117 

771 

508 

263 

a    The  p  m.  peak  hour  is  4:30  p.m.  to  5:30  p.m. 

^    "Other"  for  the  current  analysis  represents  Walk,  Bicycle,  Motorcycle,  Taxi,  Limo,  etc. 

SOURCE:   Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  1998,  using  data  from  the  Citywide  Travel  Behavior  Survey. 


to,  and  140  trips  outbound  from,  the  site.  These  auto  trips  would  be  a  combination  of  drive-alone  vehicle 
trips  and  carpool  vehicle  trips.  Vehicle  trips  would  total  about  215  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  about  141 
inbound  vehicles  and  72  outbound  vehicles.1 1 

Traffic  Impacts 

Existing  traffic  operations  in  the  area  were  characterized  using  a  p.m.  peak-hour  level  of  service  (LOS) 
analysis  at  four  signalized  intersections  on  Market  Street:  at  Laguna/Guerrero,  Octavia/McCoppin, 
Gough/Haight,  and  Franklin/Page  Streets,  and  at  the  stop  sign  controlled  intersection  of  Haight  and 
Octavia  Streets.  This  analysis  provides  a  standardized  means  of  rating  an  intersection's  operating 
conditions  on  the  bases  of  traffic  volumes,  intersection  capacity  and  delays.  The  LOS  scale  is  from 
LOS  A  (free-flow  conditions,  with  little  or  no  delay)  to  LOS  F  (congested  conditions,  with  extremely 
long  delays);  LOS  D  is  considered  the  lowest  acceptable  level  in  San  Francisco.  Descriptions  of  the 
potential  LOS  for  signalized  and  unsignalized  intersections  are  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

As  shown  in  Table  2,  all  five  of  the  study  intersections  currently  operate  at  acceptable  (LOS  D  or  better) 
service  levels  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  and  would  continue  to  do  so  with  the  addition  of  project- 
generated  traffic,  with  no  deterioration  in  level  of  service. 

Cumulative  (2015)  traffic  conditions  were  analyzed  assuming  traffic  growth  at  the  study  intersections  of 
0.5  percent  per  year,  with  local  traffic  patterns  adjusted  to  account  for  the  planned  reopening  of  the  Oak 
Street  freeway  on-ramp.  Four  of  the  five  study  intersections  would  be  expected  to  continue  operating  at 
acceptable  levels  of  service  by  2015.  One,  the  intersection  of  Market/Laguna/Guerrero,  would 


The  number  of  vehicle  trips  is  less  than  the  number  of  person  trips  by  vehicle,  since  some  person  trips  are  made  in  vehicles 
carrying  more  than  one  person. 
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TABLE  2 

PM  PEAK-HOUR  INTERSECTION  LEVELS  OF  SERVICE  (LOS)  AND  AVERAGE  STOPPED 
DELAY  IN  SECONDS  PER  VEHICLE  (S/V)  (EXISTING  AND  FUTURE  CONDITIONS)  a 


Existing  Existing  Cumulative 

Intersection  (1998)°         +  Project b        (2015)  b>c 


LOS 

S/V 

LOS 

S/V 

LOS 

S/V 

Market/Laguna/Guerrero  Streets 

D 

27.4 

D 

33.2 

E 

45.7 

Market/Octavia/McCoppin  Streets 

C 

17.4 

C 

18.3 

C 

20.4 

Markel/Gough/Haight  Streets 

C 

16.9 

C 

17.1 

C 

19.2 

Market/Frankin/Page  Streets 

C 

18.9 

C 

19.4 

D 

21.4 

Haight  and  Octavia  Streets 

A 

4.3 

A 

4.7 

A 

5.1 

a     LOS  descriptions  and  corresponding  ranges  of  average  stopped  delay  are  shown  in  Tables  C- 1  and  C-2  of  Appendix  C. 
b     Levels  of  service  (LOS)  determined  using  the  Operations  Applications  methodology  contained  in  the  Highway  Capacity 

Manual  (HCM),  updated  1994. 
c     Cumulative  LOS  calculated  based  on  0.5  percent-per-year  traffic  growth. 

SOURCE:     Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  1998 


deteriorate  to  LOS  E,  which  is  unacceptable.  Project  traffic  would  represent  about  18  percent  of  the 
increase  in  traffic  volume  and  less  than  2  percent  of  the  total  traffic  volume  at  this  intersection  in  2015, 
and  would  not  contribute  substantially  to  these  unacceptable  conditions. 

Transit  Impacts 

In  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  project  would  generate  about  170  new  transit  trips,  about  1 12  inbound  and 
58  outbound.  Because  the  nearest  BART  station  is  about  one  mile  away,  and  the  Caltrain  Station  and 
Transbay  Terminal  are  more  than  one  mile  away,  it  was  assumed  that  all  project  transit  trips  would  be 
made  on  MUNI,  including  those  that  would  also  be  made  on  another  transit  carrier.  The  18  MUNI  routes 
that  serve  the  project  area  currently  operate  (in  the  peak  direction  at  the  Maximum  Load  Points)  with  an 
aggregate  p.m.  peak-period  average  capacity  utilization  of  0.81;  only  one  line,  the  M-Ocean  View  Metro 
line  is  operating  over  capacity.  These  lines  (except  the  M)  operate  within  MUNI's  established 
performance  standards  of  100  percent  capacity  utilization.  It  should  be  noted  that  even  the  70  percent  to 
80  percent  capacity  utilization  of  existing  service  assumes  standees  on  MUNI  vehicles,  as  these  ratios  are 
based  on  targets  (scheduled  service)  rather  than  actual  performance  in  terms  of  the  number  and 
distribution  of  buses  and  streetcars.12  That  is,  crowding  on  individual  MUNI  vehicles  may  be  greater 
than  that  represented  by  the  capacity  utilization  ratios.  On  the  basis  of  frequency-of-service  data,  there 
are  about  230  buses  (about  120  buses  in  the  peak  direction  outbound  from  downtown)  on  the  lines 


The  maximum  loads  for  each  vehicle  size  are  as  follows:  45  passengers  on  a  30-foot-long  vehicle;  63  passengers  on  a 
40-foot-long  vehicle;  94  passengers  on  a  60-foot-long  vehicle,  and  1 19  passengers  on  a  Light  Rail  Vehicle  (LRV). 
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serving  the  project  area  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  The  additional  riders  generated  by  the  project  would  be 
dispersed  among  several  transit  lines  and  would  not  measurably  affect  existing  service.  The  project 
would,  however,  contribute  to  cumulative  increases  in  transit  ridership  that  would  result  in  an 
incremental  increase  in  capacity  utilization.  Future  cumulative  growth  in  San  Francisco  would  result  in 
many  MUNI  lines  operating  near  or  in  excess  of  the  capacity  standard  of  100  percent,  and  would  be 
considered  a  significant  cumulative  impact  on  transit  service.  However,  the  project's  contribution  to  this 
cumulative  effect  would  not  be  substantial. 

The  Community  Center  could  promote  the  use  of  public  transportation  by  its  employees  and  visitors 
through  provision  of  public  information  at  the  Center  and  in  announcements  concerning  upcoming 
events. 

Parking  Impacts 

The  project  would  create  a  long-term  parking  demand  during  the  weekday  midday  period  for  about 
25  parking  spaces,  and  short-term  parking  demand  for  19  equivalent  daily  spaces,  for  a  total  parking 
demand  of  about  44  daily  spaces.  This  demand  could  be  accommodated  by  the  approximately  230  total 
available  midday,  off-street  parking  spaces  within  the  study  area.  The  U.C.  Extension  lot,  one  block 
away,  typically  has  more  than  100  spaces  available  during  the  midday  period.  Because  most  of  the 
available  supply  of  off-street  parking  is  located  at  least  three  blocks  away  from  the  project  site,  it  is 
likely  that  many  drivers  would  circle  the  study  area  to  find  parking  as  close  as  possible,  before  deciding 
to  park  some  distance  away  in  an  off-street  lot.  In  addition,  the  Central  Freeway  could  be  perceived  as  a 
physical  separation  that  deters  people  from  parking  east  of  the  freeway  in  order  to  avoid  walking  in  the 
area,  particularly  at  night. 

When  evening  events  are  held  in  the  project's  auditorium,  demand  would  be  generated  for  up  to 
140  spaces  in  the  area  (assuming  a  sold-out  auditorium  event).  This  additional  demand  would  be 
absorbed  by  the  403  available  off-street  parking  spaces  in  the  study  area  during  weekday  evenings. 
However,  as  discussed  above,  persons  attending  events  may  be  inconvenienced,  particularly  at  night, 
because  most  off-street  parking  facilities  are  located  three  to  five  blocks  from  the  site.  In  addition, 
events  in  the  Civic  Center  Area  (such  as  the  Symphony  or  the  Opera)  could  limit  the  availability  of  off- 
street  parking  in  the  study  area.  The  six  off-street  lots  closest  to  the  project  site  (excluding  the  U.C. 
Extension  lot),  and  farthest  from  the  Civic  Center,  have  about  180  parking  spaces  available  during 
midweek  evenings,  which  would  meet  the  project  peak  evening  parking  demand. 

Based  on  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  (Sections  151  through  161),  the  proposed  project  is  required 
to  provide  up  to  79  off-street  parking  spaces,  plus  three  disabled  and  four  bicycle  parking  spaces.  No 
new  off-street  parking  is  proposed,  and  the  project  sponsor  is  requesting  a  variance  from  the  off-street 
parking  requirements  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Construction  Impacts 

During  the  projected  12-month  construction  period,  tentatively  scheduled  to  begin  in  late  1998, 
temporary  and  intermittent  transportation  impacts  would  result  from  truck  movements  to  and  from  the 
project  site  during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activities  associated  with  construction  of  the 
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proposed  new  building.  Truck  movements  during  periods  of  peak  traffic  flow  (7:00  a.m.  to  9:00  a.m.,  or 
4:00  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.)  would  have  greater  potential  to  create  conflicts  than  during  non-peak  hours 
because  of  the  greater  numbers  of  vehicles  on  the  streets  during  the  peak  hour  that  would  have  to 
maneuver  around  queued  trucks.  An  improvement  measure  included  in  the  project  would  reduce  effects 
of  construction  traffic  on  surrounding  traffic  and  transit  (see  p.  41). 

Construction  of  the  project  would  not  require  full-time  closures  of  adjacent  sidewalks  or  streets;  however 
temporary,  short-term  obstructions  of  these  sidewalks  and  streets  would  occur  due  to  construction  and 
delivery  truck  activity.  The  construction  site  would  have  a  maximum  of  ten  delivery  trucks  each 
weekday.  Typical  hours  for  a  weekday  construction  work  shift  (7:00  a.m.  to  3:30  p.m.)  do  not  occur 
during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  of  traffic,  and  therefore  construction  truck  traffic  would  have  minimal  impact 
on  peak  hour  intersection  operations. 

The  greatest  number  of  construction  workers  would  be  about  40  workers  per  day  during  the  four  months 
of  peak  construction  activity.  Parking  of  construction  workers'  vehicles  would  temporarily  increase 
occupancy  levels  in  off-street  parking  lots,  either  by  those  vehicles  or  by  vehicles  currently  parking  in 
on-street  spaces  that  would  be  displaced  by  construction  workers'  vehicles. 

In  summary,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  on  transportation,  circulation  or  parking. 


REFERENCES  -  Transportation 

Except  where  noted,  the  materials  referenced  in  this  EER  are  on  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  as  part  of  Project  File  No.  97.834E. 

Wilbur  Smith  Associates  and  Pittman  &  Hames  Associates.  San  Francisco  Lesbian,  Gay,  Bisexual,  Transgender 
Community  Center  Transportation  Study,  July  17,  1998 


D.  GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

In  general,  a  project  would  be  considered  growth-inducing  if  its  implementation  would  result  in 
substantial  population  increases  and/or  new  development  that  might  not  occur  if  the  project  were  not 
approved  and  implemented.  The  proposed  Community  Center  project  is  infill  development  in  an 
intensely  developed  urban  area,  consisting  of  the  rehabilitation  of  an  existing  building  formerly  occupied 
by  residential  and  commercial  uses  and  the  construction  of  a  new  building  that  would  replace  a  former 
used  car  lot  and  a  former  private  social  club.  The  net  increase  in  floor  area  would  be  approximately 
34,400  gross  sq.  ft.,  compared  to  existing  conditions.  This  net  change  would  not  generate  substantial 
population  growth  or  concentration  in  the  neighborhood,  city  or  region.  It  would  not  introduce  new, 
additional  housing  into  the  project  area  or  neighborhood.  The  potential  increase  in  persons  at  the  project 
site  would  be  associated  with  employees  and  users  of  the  Community  Center.  Located  in  an  urban  area, 
the  project  would  not  necessitate  or  induce  the  extension  of  municipal  infrastructure.  In  view  of  the 
above,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  project  would  result  in  additional  development  in  the  project 
site  vicinity  that  would  not  otherwise  occur. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE 
POTENTIAL  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT 


In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce  or 
eliminate  potential  significant  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Some  of  these  measures 
have  been,  or  would  be,  voluntarily  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  or  project  architect  and  contractor  and 
thus  are  proposed;  some  are  under  consideration.  Implementation  of  some  may  be  the  responsibility  of 
other  agencies.  Measures  under  consideration  or  those  that  may  have  been  rejected  by  the  project 
sponsor  may  be  required  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  conditions  of  project  approval,  if  the  project 
were  to  be  approved.  Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  are  discussed  below. 

There  are  several  items  required  by  law  that  would  serve  to  mitigate  potential  significant  impacts;  they 
are  summarized  here  for  informational  purposes.  These  measures  include:  no  use  of  mirrored  glass  on 
the  building  to  reduce  glare,  as  per  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212;  limitation  of 
construction-related  noise  levels,  pursuant  to  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the 
San  Francisco  Police  Code,  1972);  and  observance  of  State  and  federal  OSHA  safety  requirements 
related  to  handling  and  disposal  of  hazardous  materials,  such  as  asbestos. 

Measures  that  are  not  required  by  legislation  but  would  serve  to  mitigate  significant  environmental 
impacts  appear  below.  Mitigation  measures  preceded  by  an  asterisk  (*)  are  from  the  Initial  Study  (see 
Appendix  A,  p.  A. 20). 


HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•       Prior  to  the  start  of  work  on  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  the  project  sponsor  shall  document,  with 
photographs  and  drawings,  the  pre-construction  condition  of  the  historic  structure. 


•       The  project  sponsor  shall  carry  out  the  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  in  compliance 
with  the  agreement  between  the  Community  Center  Board  of  Directors,  the  Friends  of 
1800  Market  Street,  and  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco  Architectural  Heritage,  and,  to  the 
maximum  extent  feasible,  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  To 
assist  in  these  efforts,  a  preservation  architect  shall  be  retailed  to  review  the  final  design  drawings 
and  to  consult  with  the  project  sponsor's  design  team  on  an  as-needed  basis. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•       Given  the  location  of  the  project  and  the  possibility  that  archaeological  resources  would  be 
encountered  on  the  project  site,  the  sponsor  would  retain  the  services  of  an  archaeologist.  The 
archaeologist  would  first  determine,  in  conjunction  with  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO), 
whether  the  archaeologist  should  instruct  all  excavation  and  foundation  crews  on  the  project  site  of 
the  potential  for  discovery  of  cultural  and  historic  artifacts,  and  the  procedures  to  be  followed  if 
such  artifacts  are  uncovered. 

The  archaeologist  would  then  design  and  carry  out  a  program  of  on-site  monitoring  of  all  ground- 
disturbing  activities,  during  which  (s)he  would  record  observations  in  a  permanent  log.  The 
monitoring  program,  whether  or  not  there  are  finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a  written  report 
being  submitted  first  and  directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor.  The  ERO  would 
also  require  cooperation  of  the  project  sponsor  in  assisting  such  further  investigations  on  site  as 
may  be  appropriate  prior  to  or  during  project  excavation,  even  if  this  results  in  a  delay  in 
excavation  activities.  During  the  monitoring  program,  the  project  sponsor  would  designate  one 
individual  on  site  as  his/her  representative.  This  representative  would  have  the  authority  to 
suspend  work  at  the  site  to  give  the  archaeologist  time  to  investigate  and  evaluate  archaeological 
resources  should  they  be  encountered. 

Should  evidence  of  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found  during  the  monitoring 
program,  the  archaeologist  would  immediately  notify  the  ERO,  and  the  project  sponsor  would  halt 
any  activities  that  the  archaeologist  and  the  ERO  jointly  determine  could  damage  such  cultural 
resources.  Ground-disturbing  activities  that  might  damage  cultural  resources  would  be  suspended 
for  a  total  maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the  course  of  construction. 

After  notifying  the  ERO,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO,  with  a  copy  to  the  project  sponsor,  that  would  contain  an  assessment  of  the 
potential  significance  of  the  find  and  recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be  implemented 
to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  the  ERO  would 
recommend  specific  additional  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor. 

Mitigation  measures  might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional  on-site  investigations  by  the 
archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  preservation,  and  recovery  of  cultural  material.  Finally,  the 
archaeologist  would  prepare  a  draft  report  documenting  the  cultural  resources  that  were 
discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a  description  as  to  how  any  archaeological 
testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery  program  was  conducted. 

Copies  of  all  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure  would  be  sent  first  and 
directly  to  the  ERO  for  review.  Following  approval  by  the  ERO,  copies  of  the  final  report(s) 
would  be  sent  by  the  archaeologist  directly  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest  Information  Center  of  the  California  Historical  Resources 
Information  System.  Three  copies  of  the  final  archaeology  report(s)  shall  be  submitted  to  the 
Office  of  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  of  the  Planning  Department,  accompanied  by 
copies  of  the  transmittals  documenting  its  distribution  to  the  President  of  the  Landmarks 
Preservation  Advisory  Board  and  the  Northwest  Information  Center. 
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CONSTRUCTION  AIR  QUALITY 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

*•     The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites  with  water  during 
demolition,  earthmoving  and  construction  activities;  sprinkle  unpaved  construction  areas  with 
water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling 
debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition  and 
construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by 
the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control 
activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed 
water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

This  mitigation  also  would  reduce  demolition-related  impacts  regarding  lead  paint  chips/lead  dust.  The 
project  sponsor  would  also  be  required  to  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code, 
Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint. 

IMPROVEMENT  MEASURE  -  TRANSPORTATION 

MEASURE  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

•       The  project  sponsor  would  restrict  project-related  truck  traffic  to  the  hours  of  9:00  a.m.  to 

3:30  p.m.,  or  other  hours  if  approved  by  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT),  which 
would  avoid  peak-period  effects  on  traffic  and  transit.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  meet  with 
MUNI,  DPT.  and  other  responsible  agencies  to  coordinate  construction  activities  so  as  to  minimize 
construction  impacts  on  traffic  (vehicular  and  pedestrian). 
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SIGNIFICANT  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE 
AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  and  with 
Sections  15040,  15081  and  15082  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to 
identify  impacts  that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures 
included  as  part  of  the  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented,  as  described 
in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures,  pp.  39-41. 

This  chapter  is  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification 
process  for  the  EIR.  The  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the  findings  of  the 
Commission. 

With  the  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  Chapter  IV,  Mitigation  Measures, 
pp.  39-41,  no  significant  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  Community  Center  project.  Whether  or 
not  the  project  is  approved,  traffic  volumes  and  transit  loadings  in  the  site  vicinity  are  projected  to 
increase.  Cumulative  increases  in  traffic  congestion  may  in  turn  cause  cumulative  increases  in  criteria 
air  pollutants  and  a  degradation  of  air  quality.  However,  the  project's  incremental  contribution  to  these 
potential  cumulative  effects  would  be  negligible. 

As  stated  in  the  second  paragraph  above,  Planning  Department  staff  s  recommendation  is  subject  to  final 
determination  by  the  Planning  Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR. 
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CHAPTER  VI 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project,  discusses  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  each  alternative,  and,  where  an  alternative  has  been  considered  by  the  project  sponsor  in 
development  of  the  project,  gives  the  reasons  the  alternative  was  rejected  in  favor  of  the  project.  Project 
decision-makers  could  adopt  any  of  the  following  alternatives,  if  feasible,  instead  of  approving  the 
proposed  project. 


A.  ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing  condition.  No 
rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  would  occur  and  no  Community  Center  project  would  be 
developed  at  the  project  site.  If  the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  archaeological  impacts  of 
the  project  as  proposed  would  not  occur,  nor  would  there  be  any  transportation  effects  of  the  proposed 
project,  nor  other  effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study.  Unlike  the  project,  this  alternative  would  not 
rehabilitate  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  and  the  building  could  continue  to  deteriorate 

This  alternative  would  preserve  the  option  to  develop  the  project  site  in  the  future  with  a  larger  or 
smaller  development.  Such  a  development  could  include  the  demolition  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building. 


B.  ALTERNATIVE  B:  CONSTRUCTION  OF  NEW  COMMUNITY  CENTER 
WITHOUT  REHABILITATION  OF  CARMEL  FALLON  BUILDING 

Under  this  alternative,  the  Community  Center  would  be  constructed  as  a  new  building  only  on  the  vacant 
portion  of  the  project  site,  adjacent  to  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  on  the  west.  The  new  building  would 
be  up  to  six  stories  tall  (about  80  feet  in  height)  and  would  contain  about  41,000  sq.  ft.  of  space, 
providing  for  the  same  Community  Center  program  as  is  proposed  with  the  project.  Under  this 
alternative,  the  Community  Center  Board  could  continue  to  own  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  or  could  sell 
the  structure  to  another  entity;  the  existing  building  and  its  site  would  not  be  part  of  the  project  under  this 
alternative. 

Assuming  there  were  no  construction-related  effects  on  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  this  alternative 
would  not  directly  result  in  any  adverse  effect  on  the  historic  structure.  Unlike  the  project,  this 
alternative  would  not  rehabilitate  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  by  means  of  a  program  that  would 
generally  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  Accordingly,  the 
Carmel  Fallon  Building  could  continue  to  deteriorate,  as  with  the  No  Project  Alternative.  Also  as  with 
the  No  Project  Alternative,  a  future  project  could  be  proposed  that  would  include  demolition  of  the 
Carmel  Fallon  Building. 
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Construction-related  effects  on  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed 
project,  since  this  alternative  would  include  construction  of  a  new  structure  of  comparable  size  to  that  of 
the  project. 

Under  this  alternative,  the  Community  Center  program  would  be  very  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed 
project,  and  therefore  transportation  effects  would  also  be  the  same  or  similar  as  those  of  the  project. 

Effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  (population,  noise,  air 
quality,  demand  for  public  services),  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project,  because  the  Community 
Center  program  would  be  similar.  With  no  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  there  would  be 
less  potential  for  exposure  to  hazardous  building  materials,  such  as  lead-based  paint;  neither  would  there 
be  any  remediation  of  such  materials  that  would  be  legally  required  as  part  of  the  project.  Visual  effects 
would  be  somewhat  greater  than  those  of  the  project,  because  the  new  building  would  be  taller,  but 
would  be  less  than  significant,  as  with  the  project. 

C.  ALTERNATIVE  C.  DEMOLITION  OF  THE  CARMEL  FALLON 

BUILDING  AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF  A  NEW  COMMUNITY  CENTER 
BUILDING 

During  the  schematic  planning  and  design  stage  for  the  project,  the  Community  Center  Board  considered 
demolishing  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building  and  constructing  a  41,000  sq.  ft.  building  at  the  project  site  to 
serve  as  a  Community  Center.  Although  not  the  preferred  alternative,  this  alternative  is  analyzed  in  the 
EER  because  it  is  possible  that  during  subsequent  design  development,  the  currently  proposed  project, 
including  rehabilitation  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  could  prove  to  be  infeasible. 

This  alternative  would  result  in  an  unavoidable  significant  adverse  effect  on  historic  architectural 
resources,  in  that  it  would  result  in  the  loss  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  which  has  been  determined 
eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  for  which  City  landmark  designation  is 
pending  before  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  anticipated  to  be  approved. 

Should  this  alternative  be  implemented,  mitigation  to  partially  offset  this  effect  would  include  the 
following: 

•  Prior  to  demolition,  the  project  sponsor  would  employ  an  architectural  historian  to  fully  document 
the  Carmel  Fallon  Building.  The  project  sponsor  would  submit  that  documentation,  along  with 
modified-format  Historic  American  Buildings  Survey  drawings  of  the  buildings,  to  the  History 
Room  of  the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board,  and  possibly  to  the  California  Historical  Society. 

•  To  promote  continuing  recognition  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  the  project  sponsor  would 
insiall  on  or  near  the  replacement  structure  a  plaque  and/or  other  monument  memorializing  the 
historic  building.  A  plaque  would  be  mounted  on  the  front  of  the  new  building  to  provide 
pedestrians  with  both  a  photographic  image  of  the  demolished  building  and  information  about  its 
history  and  that  of  its  namesake.  Design  and  placement  of  any  plaque  or  monument  would  be 
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reviewed  and  approved  by  Planning  Department  in  consultation  with  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board. 

As  with  Alternative  B,  construction-related  effects  on  subsurface  cultural  resources  would  be  similar  to 
those  of  the  proposed  project,  since  this  alternative  would  include  construction  of  a  new  structure  of 
comparable  size  to  that  of  the  project. 

As  with  Alternative  B,  transportation  effects  would  also  be  the  same  or  similar  as  those  of  the  project, 
because  the  Community  Center  program  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  project. 

Effects  described  in  the  Initial  Study,  related  to  the  intensity  of  development  (population,  noise,  air 
quality,  demand  for  public  services),  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  project,  because  the  Community 
Center  program  would  be  similar.  With  demolition  of  the  Carmel  Fallon  Building,  the  potential  for 
exposure  to  hazardous  building  materials  would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  project,  and  remediation  would 
occur  as  with  the  project. 


D.  OTHER  SITES 

As  described  under  Project  Sponsor's  Objectives  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  the  San  Francisco 
Community  Center  Board  spent  approximately  one  year  looking  into  various  potential  sites  prior  to 
settling  on  the  1800-1814  Market  Street  site,  where  the  Community  Center  project  is  now  proposed.  The 
Board  considered  other  sites  on  Market  Street  and  in  the  Castro  District,  including  a  potential  site  at 
Castro  and  Market  Streets,  elsewhere  in  Hayes  Valley,  and  in  the  Mission,  as  well  as  in  the  Civic  Center. 
The  Board  did  not  identify  any  other  sites  that  met  most  of  the  key  project  objectives,  including  a 
prominent  transit-accessible  location  in  a  neighborhood  with  substantial  population  in  the  lesbian,  gay, 
bisexual  and  transgender  community,  with  an  economically  viable  site  that  offered  an  opportunity  for 
construction  of  a  new  building  of  sufficient  size  to  accommodate  the  Community  Center  program. 
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DEIR  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


LIST  OF  THOSE  TO  RECEIVE  MAILED  COPIES  OF  DRAFT  EIR 


PUBLIC  AGENCIES 

Northwest  Information  Center 

Calif.  Historical  Resources  Info.  System 

Department  of  Anthropology 

Sonoma  State  University 

Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 

Attn:  Leigh  Jordan 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Frank  Chiu,  Director 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Neil  Hart 

Daniel  Reidy,  President 

Donna  Levitt,  Vice  President 

Alicia  Becerril 

Ina  Dearman 

Paul  Finwall 

Nancy  Ho-Belli 

Jeremy  Kotas 

Penny  Magrane 

Suheil  Shatara 

Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 
25  Van  Ness  Ave.,  Suite  700 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94102 
Attn:  Margine  Sako 

Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Marcia  Rosen,  Director 


Mayor  Office  of  Econ.  Plan.  &  Devel. 

Rm.  339,  War  Memorial  Building 

401  Van  Ness  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn.:  Terezia  Nemeth 

Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
1 155  Market  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

1155  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 
San  Francisco,  CA94117 
Attn:  Deborah  Learner 

Police  Department 

Planning  Division 

Hall  of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Capt.  Timothy  Hettrich 

San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Linda  Avery,  Secretary 

Hector  Chinchilla,  President 

Anita  Theoharis,  Vice  President 

Dennis  Antenore 

Richard  Hills 

Cynthia  Joe 

Larry  Martin 

Beverly  Mills 
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San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping 
875  Stevenson  Street,  Room  465 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Division  of  General  Engineering  Services 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Margaret  Divine 

San  Francisco  Dep't.  of  Parking  &  Traffic 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Bond  Yee 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 

Division  of  Planning  &  Research 

260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Lorrie  Kalos,  Asst.  Deputy  Chief 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 

25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  4th  floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn.  Anthony  Delucchi,  Director  of  Property 

Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
1990  Newcomb  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn:  Joe  Pelayo,  Sr.  Engineer 


LIBRARIES 

Document  Library  (Two  Copies) 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Kate  Wingerson 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  &  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford.  CA  94305 


Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

Albert  Beck 
Eco/Plan  International 
3028  Esplanade  Street,  Suite  A 
Chico,  CA  95973-4924 

Anne  Bloomfield 

2229  Webster  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115-1820 

Castro  Area  Planning  Action  (CAPA) 
584  Castro  Street  #169 
San  Francisco.  CA  94114 

Foundation  for  S.F.'s  Architectural  Heritage 

2007  Franklin  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94103 

Attn:  David  Bahlman,  Executive  Director 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  5007 
Westport,  Conn  06881-9900 
Attn:  Eric  LeStrange 

Sue  C.  Hestor 

Attorney-at-Law 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1128 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 
362  Ewing  Terrace 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

S.F.  Planning  &  Urban  Research  Ass'n. 

312  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Attn.:  James  Chappell,  Exec.  Director 
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San  Francisco  Beautiful  Nichols-Berman 

41  Sutter  Street,  Suite  709  142  Minna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104  San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Sheila  Kolenc,  Asst.  Director  Attn:  Louise  Nichols 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow  Sally  Maxwell 

41  Sutter  Street,  Suite  1579  Maxwell  &  Associates 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4903  1522  Grand  View  Drive 

Attn:  Tony  Kilroy  Berkeley,  CA  94705 


Meridith  Sternberg 

60  Waller  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6230 


Joel  Ventresca 

1278  44th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


Vikki  Powers 

President 

Victorian  Alliance 

1555  7th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 


William  Kostura 

PO  Box  27365 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127 


Tom  Mayer 

Friends  of  1800  Market 

3331 A  17th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Patricia  Walkup  et.al. 

12  Laguna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6260 

During  Associates 

120  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  2290 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

EIP  Associates 

601  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Environmental  Science  Associates 

225  Bush  St.,  Suite  1700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104-4207 
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LIST  OF  THOSE  TO  RECEIVE  MAILED  NOTICES  OF  AVAILABILITY 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 
130  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Bob  Jacobvitz 

Richard  Mayer 
Artists  Equity  Assn. 
27  Fifth  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Library 

Baker  &  McKenzie 
Two  Embarcadero  Center 
Suite  2400 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
John  Bardis 

Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lincoln  Way,  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Esq. 

30  Blackstone  Court 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pine  Street.  Suite  300 

San  Francisco.  CA  94104-2702 

Michael  Dyett 

Dyett  Bhatia 

70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Georgia  Brittan 

870  Market  Street.  Room  1119 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Cahill  Contractors,  Inc. 
425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 

Chicago  Title 

388  Market  Street,  13th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Carol  Lester 

Chickering  &  Gregory 
615  Battery  Street,  6th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Ken  Soule 

Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  Grant  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

David  Cincotta 

1388  Sutter  Street,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  Ca  94102 

Dorice  Murphy 

175  Yukon  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114 

Cushman  &  Wakefield  of  California,  Inc. 
555  California  Street,  Suite  2700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  W.  Stiefvater,  L.  Farrell 

Fan  &  Associates 
Architecture  &  Planning,  Inc. 
580  Market  Street,  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Robert  Fan 

Farella,  Braun  &  Martel 
235  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Sandra  Lambert 


Food  and  Fuel  Retailers  For  Econ.  Equality 
Brobeck,  Phleger.  Harrison  770  L  Street,  Suite  960 

One  Market  Plaza  Sacramento,  CA  95814 

San  Francisco.  Ca  94105  Attn:  Doug  Stevens,  State  Coordinator 

Attn:  Susan  R.  Diamond 
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Gensler  and  Associates 
550  Keamy  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Peter  Gordon 

Goldfarb  &  Lipman 
One  Montgomery  Street 
West  Tower,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Paula  Crow 

Gruen,  Gruen  &  Associates 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Valerie  Hersey 
Munsell  Brown 
950  Battery 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 


National  Lawyers  Guild 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 

Patri-Merker  Architects 
400  Second  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
Attn:  Marie  Zeller 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
P.O.  Box  7880 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Marilyn  L.  Siems 

Dennis  Purcell 

Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  &  Bass 
222  Kearny  Street,  7th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94108 


The  Jefferson  Company 
3652  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Kaplan/McLaughlin/Diaz 
222  Vallejo  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Jan  Vargo 

Tim  Kelly 

4104  24th  Street  #120 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 14 

Larry  Mansbach 

44  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Ed  Michael 

1001  Franklin  Street,  Apt.  20E 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109-6840 

Cliff  Miller 

970  Chestnut  Street,  #3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Morrison  &  Foerster 
345  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jacob  Herber 


Ramsay/Bass  Interest 
3756  Grant  Avenue,  Suite  301 
Oakland,  CA  94610 
Attn:  Peter  Bass 

James  Reuben 
Reuben  &  Alter 

655  Montgomery  Street,  16th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

David  Rhoades  &  Associates 
400  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  604 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Herb  Lembcke,  FAIA 
Rockefeller  &  Assoc.  Realty  L.P. 
Four  Embarcadero,  Suite  2600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111-5994 

Rothschild  &  Associates 
244  California  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Thomas  N.  Foster 

Royal  Lepage  Commercial  Real  Estate  Svcs. 
353  Sacramento  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Richard  Livermore 

S.F.  Bldg.  &  Constr.  Trades  Council 
2660  Newhall  Street,  #116 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2527 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 
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San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

San  Francisco  Conv.  &  Visitors  Bureau 

201  -  3rd  Street.  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Marks,  Exec.  Director 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
660  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

243  Bartlett  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 10 

Attn:  David  Jones 

John  Sanger,  Esq. 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  12th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94 1 1 1 

Sierra  Club 

85  Second  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3441 

Sedway  Cooke  Associates 

300  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  200 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Shartsis  Freise  &  Ginsburg 
One  Maritime  Plaza,  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94 1 1 1 
Attn:  Dave  Kremer 

Skidmore.  Owings  &  Merrill 
333  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  John  Kriken 

Solem  &  Associates 
545  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Olive  Lewis 

Square  One  Film  &  Video 

725  Filbert  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


Steefel,  Levitt  &  Weiss 
199  -  1st  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Robert  S.  Tandler 

Sustainable  San  Francisco 

P.O.  Box  460236 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 

TRI 

100  Pine  Street,  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  C A  94111 
Attn:  Mathew  Cappiello 

Jerry  Tone 

Montgomery  Capital  Corp. 

244  California  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

UCSF  Capital  Planning  Department 

145  Irving  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Attn:  Bob  Rhine 

Stephen  Weicker 
899  Pine  Street,  #1610 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Community  Housing  Organizations 

409  Clayton  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Howard  Wexler 

235  Montgomery,  27th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Eunice  Willette 
1323  Gilman  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

Bethea  Wilson  &  Associates 
Art  In  Architecture 
2028  Scott,  Suite  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

St.  John  the  Evangelist 

Julian  Neighbors 

1661  15th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
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Gwen  Kaplan,  President 
Northeast  Mission  Business  Assn. 
2757  16th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Don  Marcos,  Exec.  Director 

Mission  Hiring  Hall 

3042  16th  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-3419 

Ethel  Siegel  Newlin,  Community  Liaison 
16th  &  Mission  Public  Safety 
c/o  SJETC  3040  16th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

David  Spero 

North  Mission  Association 

286  Guerrero  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Karen  Crommie,  President 
Coalition  for  S.F.  Neighborhoods 
628  Ashbury  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 17 

Ann  Patterson 

Natoma  &  Vicinity  Neighbors 

1383  Natoma  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Norm  Honbo 

Albion  Camp  Neighbors 

119  Albion  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Ned  York 

Duboce  Triangle  Neighborhood  Assn. 

39  Scott  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Nancy  Zimmer,  President 
Mint  Hill  Neighborhood  Assn. 
234  Hermann  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Hayes  Valley  Neighborhood  Coalition 
380  Webster  St,  Rm  6  John  Muir  Sch 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Fran  Denoto,  President 

Oak -Fillmore  Neighborhood  Assn. 

519  Webster  St. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 


Russell  Pritchard 

Hayes  Valley  Res.  &  Merchants  Assn. 

568  Hayes  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Marion  Brown 
Buchanan  Corridor 
679  Fulton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Robyn  McBurney,  President 
Beideman  Area  Neighborhood  Group 
1970  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94115 

Western  Addition  Sr.  Citizens  Cntr 

1390  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

John  Friedlander,  V.P.,  Ext.  Afr. 

66  Cleary  Court  Condo  Owners  Assn. 

66  Cleary  Court 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Robert  Speer 

Planning  Assoc.  for  Divisadero  St. 

719  Scott  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Allen  Simpson,  President 
Greater  Divisadero  Bus.  Assn. 
2852  1/2  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94115 

Manager 

Union  Bank 

1675  Post  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Cathy  Inamasu,  Exec.  Director 
Nihonmachi  Little  Friends 
2031  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Nihonmachi  Comm.  Develop.  Corp. 

1698  Post  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Dean  Dillon,  President 
Fillmore  Merchants  &  Imp.  Assn. 
2130  Fillmore  Street  #155 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115-2224 
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Joe  Pecora 

Alamo  Square  Association 

PO  Box  15372 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Jan  Bolaffi,  Chair 

Western  Addition  Neigh.  Assn. 

2331  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

James  Grant 

Booker  T.  Washington  Comm.  Center 
800  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco.  CA  94115 

Tina  Sexton,  Exec.  Director 
Japanese  Community  Youth  Council 
1596  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Patricia  Vaughey,  President 
Beideman  Area  Neighborhood  Group 
PO  Box  15275 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15-5275 

Bonnie  Spindler,  President 

Alamo  Square  Neighborhood  Assoc. 

PO  Box  15372 

San  Francisco.  CA  94115 

Gloria  Brown 

Fillmore  Tenants  Association 
1550  Eddy  Street  #207 
San  Francisco.  CA  94115 

George  Patterson.  President 
Council  of  District  Merchants 
3514  Geary  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

President 

Japantown  Merchants  Association 

1581  Webster  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Lefty  Gordon 

Ella  Hill  Hutch  Neighborhood  Org. 
1050  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 


Mike  Saracina,  President 

Golden  Gate  Community  Association 

1985  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Keith  Consoer 

Presidio  Ave.  Ass.  of  Concerned  N. 

3041  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Joanne  Meneske 

Oak  Fillmore  Neighborhood 

829  Hayes  Street  #3 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 17 

Walter  Shimek,  President 
Mid-Divisadero  Merchants  Assn. 
528-C  Divisadero  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

George  Williams 
Senior  Citizens  Coalition 
1235  Ellis  Street  #C101 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Patricia  Vaughey,  President 
Planning  Assoc.  for  Divisadero  St 
PO  Box  15275 

San  Francisco.  CA  94115-5275 

John  Simpson.  President 

North  of  Panhandle  Neigh.  Assoc. 

PO  Box  591504 

San  Francisco,  CA  94159-1504 

NEIGHBORING  PROPERTY 
OWNERS  AND  OCCUPANTS 

Caltrans 

1 1 1  Grand  Avenue 
Oakland.  CA  94612 

Don  Abare  et.al. 
2  Pearl  Street  #3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1109 

Raymond  Moresi  et.al. 
2018  Greenwich  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123-3519 

First  Baptist  Church  of  SF 

21  Octavia  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-5712 
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Mr.  &  Mrs.  Warren  Tipton 
40  St.  Andrews 
Novato,  CA  94949 

Teresa  Welborn  et.al. 

2001  Oak  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117-1802 

Roger  Kleid  et.al. 

4248  23rd  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 14-3139 

Pekarsky  Family  Trust 
1060  Bust  Street  #102 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109-6231 

Kaz  Sugiura,  Mgr. 
Japanese  Chamber  of  Commerce 
300  Montgomery  Street  #725 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

U-Haul  Real  Estate  Company 

PO  Box  29046 

Phoenix,  AZ  85038-9046 

Faiq  &  Diana  Khouri  Trust 

16  Valencia  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1 102 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Chong  Chung 

798  10th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118-3611 

Daniel  Theobald  et.al. 

86  Waller  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6230 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Day  Tsuei 
140  Laguna  Street  #1 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Richard  Miller  et.al. 

1686  Union  Street  #301 

San  Francisco,  CA  94123-4509 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  William  Stevens 

107  Haight  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-5710 

Rich  Wada,  Exec.  Director 
Japanese  Comm.  &  Cultural  Center 
1684  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15-3604 


Mr.  &  Mrs.  Barry  Gruber 
1827  Market  Street  #1 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Jul  Niemier  et.al. 
2811  20th  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110-2825 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Henry  Garcia 
2550  Tara  Lane 

South  San  Francisco,  CA  94080-5113 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Edison  Chan 
235  Montgomery  Street  #706 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104-2910 

Ricardo  Tan  et.al. 
1300  San  Pablo  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA  94702-1022 

Charles  M.  Wallis  Revoc  Trust 

452  Douglass  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-2761 

Anna  Quigley  et.al. 

80  Waller  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Robert  Urquhart  et.al. 
2030  Walnut  Street 
Philadelphia,  PA  19103 

Sami  Khoury  et.al. 

215  Westgate  Drive 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127-2543 

Robert  Lind  et.al. 

73  Waller  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6229 

Sue  Mills  Inc 

1850  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6227 

Charles  H.  Fuller  Trust 
PO  Box  14575 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-0575 

Leo  Solodukha  et.al. 
41  Pearl  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1174 
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Fat  Loo  et.al. 

23  Pearl  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1 108 

Han-Ting  Ho  et.al. 

2249  Wexford  Avenue 

So  San  Francisco,  CA  94080-5512 

Jeffrey  Goins  et.al. 

154  Corbett  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-1815 

Dale  Risden  et.al. 
3424  Crane  Way 
Oakland,  CA  94602-2639 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Hassan  Khayam-Bashi 

256  Dalewood  Wy 

San  Francisco,  CA  94127-1653 

Dana  Prinz  et.al. 
PO  Box  591540 

San  Francisco,  CA  94159-1540 

Community  Center  Project  /  SF 

584  Castro  Street  #450 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-2578 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Arthur  Zanello 

1869  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1112 

Anna  Bonner  et.al. 

PO  Box  460096 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Timothy  Carlton 
701  St  George  Rd 
Danville,  CA  94526-6233 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Stanley  Poon 

2747  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 10-3103 

H  Harvey  Scholten  et.al. 

133  McCoppin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1120 

David  Lopez  et.al. 

24  Elgin  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1106 


Mr.  &  Mrs.  Richard  Lane 

1005  Market  Street  #310 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1625 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Herbert  Wu 
4  Laguna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6231 

Dewolf  Realty 
50  Laguna  Street 
PO  Box  591540 

San  Francisco,  CA  94159-1540 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  William  Zemsky 

71  Waller  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-6229 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Yung  Kim 

1439  33rd  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122-3142 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Dat-Kwong  Lock 
1033  Bayview  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94610-4032 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Michael  Myaskovsky 
9 1 6  Shenandoah  Street  #302 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90035-1910 

William  Polsfuss  et.al. 
26  Mars  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94114-1828 

Eva  Kendall  et.al. 

205  Gold  Mine  Drive 

San  Francisco,  CA  94131-2523 

Geller  /  Sullivan  Living  Trust 
2481  Old  Forge  Ln#102 
Las  Vegas,  NV  89121-1057 

Sofia  King  et.al. 
36  Elgin  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1106 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Manuel  Dudum 

775  Burnett  Avenue  #14 

San  Francisco,  CA  94131-1414 
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MEDIA 

Associated  Press 
1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Bill  Shiffman 

Leland  S.  Meyerzone 

KPOO-FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 
2700  -  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Daniel  Zoll,  City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
275  Battery  Street,  Suite  940 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Real  Estate  Editor 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  City  Desk 

San  Francisco  Examiner 
P.O.  Box  7260 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Gerald  Adams 

City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Independent 
1201  Evans  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1791  Bancroft  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94124-2644 

Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Rob  Waters 
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NOTICE  THAT  AN  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  May  9,  1 998 


Lead  Agency:      City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department 

1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Agency  Contact  Person:  Irene  Nishimura       Telephone:  (415)558-6358 


Project  Title:  97.834E:  1800-1814  Market  Project  Sponsor:  Community  Center  Project 
Street  Contact  Person:  Michael  Simmons 


Project  Address:  1800-1814  Market  Street,  at  Octavia  and  Waller  Streets 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:       Block  871,  Lot  14 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  The  project  would  involve  the  development  of  the  Lesbian,  Gay,  Bisexual, 
Transgender  Community  Center  on  an  1 1,000-square-foot  triangular-shaped  lot  at  the  northwest 
corner  of  Market,  Octavia,  and  Waller  Streets.  The  Community  Center  would  be  developed  by 
rehabilitating  the  existing  historically  significant  1800  Market  Street  building  and  constructing 
an  addition  to  the  existing  building.  The  Community  Center  would  have  approximately 
41,000  square  feet  of  space  and  would  be  up  to  five  stories  in  height.  The  Community  Center 
would  include  space  for  a  cafe,  retail  space,  a  reading  and  exhibit  room,  business  services,  an 
auditorium,  a  kitchen,  meeting  spaces,  offices,  and  storage  and  other  ancillary  uses.  The  existing 
building,  which  was  constructed  in  1893  and  is  referred  to  as  the  Fallon  Building,  has 
approximately  6,600  square  feet  of  space  and  is  three  stories  high.  The  existing  building  is  rated 
"3"  in  the  1976  Department  of  City  Planning  city  wide  survey  of  architectural  resources  and  has 
been  determined  to  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The 
building  is  currently  vacant;  a  bookshop  was  in  the  first  floor  until  mid- 1997  and  two  residential 
units  on  the  upper  floors  have  been  vacant  since  about  1993.  The  project  site  also  included  a 
former  used  car  lot  and  a  private  club,  both  of  which  have  been  demolished.  The  demolition  of 
these  buildings  was  permitted  by  the  City  and  is  not  part  of  this  project. 

The  project  is  within  an  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood  Commercial)  District  and  an  80-A 
Height  and  Bulk  District.  It  would  require  a  Planning  Code  text  amendment,  Conditional  Use 
Authorization,  and  Variances  from  Planning  Code  requirements. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the 
criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063  (Initial  Study), 
15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and 
the  following  reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Study  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 


Deadline  for  Filing  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commission: 
June  8,  1998. 

An  appeal  requires:  1)  a  letter  specifying  the  giowijft  for  appeal,  and; 

2)  a  $209.()^fin£/fee.  1  J  [\ 


HILLARY  E.  GDTHLMAN,  Environmental  Review  Officer 
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1800-1814  MARKET  STREET 
INITIAL  STUDY 
97.834E 

I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  is  at  1800-1814  Market  Street  in  San  Francisco,  on  the  corner  of  Market, 
Octavia,  and  Waller  Streets  (see  Figure  1),  within  an  NC-3  (Moderate-Scale  Neighborhood 
Commercial)  District  and  an  80-A  Height  and  Bulk  District.  The  approximately  1 1,000-square- 
foot  site  consists  of  Lot  14  in  Assessor's  Block  871,  and  is  occupied  by  one  three-story  structure 
containing  6,600  sq.  ft.  that  was  formerly  used  for  retail  on  the  ground  floor  and  residential  on 
the  upper  two  floors.  The  project  site  also  formerly  contained  a  used  car  lot  dealership  and  a 
private  club,  both  of  which  have  been  demolished.  The  project  would  result  in  the  development 
of  an  approximately  41,000-sq.-ft.  building  for  use  as  a  Lesbian,  Gay,  Bisexual,  Transgender 
Community  Center.  Thus,  the  project  would  result  in  an  increase  of  approximately  34,400  sq.  ft. 
of  space  at  the  project  site. 

Development  of  the  Community  Center  would  be  accomplished  by  rehabilitating  and 
constructing  an  addition  to  the  existing  building.  The  existing  building  would  be  rehabilitated 
and  an  approximately  34,400-sq.-ft.  addition  would  be  constructed.  Together,  the  rehabilitated 
building  and  the  addition  would  comprise  the  Community  Center.  No  parking  or  loading  space 
would  be  included  as  part  of  the  project. 

The  existing  three-story  structure  on  the  project  site  is  a  Victorian-style  building  that  was  built  in 
1893.  The  building  is  rated  "3"  on  San  Francisco's  1976  Architectural  Survey  and  the  State 
Office  of  Historic  Preservation  determined  that  the  building  is  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places. 

No  architectural  design  has  been  finalized.  The  Community  Center  would  have  a  main  entrance 
on  Market  Street.  The  new  structure  would  be  five  stories  tall  and  approximately  65  feet  in 
height,  and  the  total  street  frontage  of  the  project  on  Market  Street  would  be  approximately 
147  feet. 

Project  construction  would  take  about  one  year.  Project  construction  is  expected  to  begin  in 
mid-  to  late  summer  of  1999. 
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II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

The  1800-1814  Market  Street  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  potential  effects 
on  the  environment.  Three  project-specific  effects:  transportation,  impacts  on  historic 
architectural  resources,  and  impacts  on  archaeological  resources  have  been  determined  to  be 
potentially  significant,  and  will  be  analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EER). 

B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  potential  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be  insignificant  or  to  be  mitigated 
through  measures  included  in  the  project.  These  items  are  discussed  in  Section  III  below,  and 
require  no  further  environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR:  land  use,  visual  quality,  population,  noise, 
air  quality,  utilities/public  services,  biology,  geology/topography,  water,  energy,  and  hazards. 

Ill  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 

Not 

A.    COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS    Discussed  Applicable 

1)     Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or 
changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or 

Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  X   

*    2)     Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 

plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.  X  X 

The  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City  Zoning  Maps,  governs  land  uses, 
densities  and  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new 
buildings  or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones  may  not  be  issued  unless  the  proposed  project 
conforms  with  the  Code  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  Planning  Code  describes  an  NC-3  District  as  a  neighborhood  commercial  district  consisting 
of  a  wide  variety  of  comparison  and  specialty  goods  and  services  to  a  population  greater  than  the 
immediate  neighborhood  (Section  712.1).  Typically,  an  NC-3  District  is  a  linear  district  located 
along  heavily  trafficked  thoroughfares  which  also  serve  as  major  transit  routes. 

As  a  large  institutional  use,  the  proposed  Community  Center  would  be  a  permitted  use  in  an  NC- 
3  District.  However,  in  an  NC-3  District,  second  story  residential  conversion  would  require 


*  Derived  from  CEQA  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Conditional  Use  Authorization,  and  third  story  residential  conversion  is  not  permitted  in  an  NC-3 
District.  Thus,  the  Planning  Code  would  require  amendment  or  the  project  site  would  need  to  be 
rezoned  in  order  to  convert  the  third  story  residential  use  in  the  existing  building  to  the 
Community  Center  use.  Amendment  of  the  Planning  Code  would  be  proposed  to  allow  third 
story  residential  conversion  to  a  large  institutional  use  in  an  historic  building  with  Conditional 
Use  Authorization.  Environmental  assessment  of  this  text  amendment  will  be  included  in  the 
EIR. 

In  addition,  because  of  the  size  of  the  project  site  and  the  proposed  building  size,  the  project 
would  need  Conditional  Use  Authorization  from  the  Planning  Commission  for  development  of  a 
lot  larger  than  10,000  square  feet  and  for  construction  of  a  building  larger  than  6,000  square  feet. 

The  project  would  comply  with  the  height  and  bulk  limits  of  the  80-A  Height  and  Bulk  District 
in  which  buildings  are  permitted  up  to  a  height  of  80  feet  but  the  building  bulk  above  40  feet  is 
limited  to  a  maximum  of  1 10  feet  in  length  and  125  feet  in  diagonal  dimension.  A  variance  from 
the  NC-3  District's  Floor  Area  Ratio  (FAR)  of  3.6  to  1  may  be  required  and  a  parking  variance 
would  be  required  since  off-street  parking  would  not  be  provided  as  part  of  the  project. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  like  the  1997  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  directly  address 
physical  environmental  issues  and/or  contain  standards  or  targets  that  must  be  met  in  order  to 
preserve  or  improve  specific  components  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed 
project  would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan 
or  policy. 

The  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide  land 
use  decisions,  contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  City 
Planning  Commission  would  review  the  project  in  the  context  of  applicable  objectives  and 
policies  of  the  General  Plan.  The  relationship  of  the  proposed  project  to  objectives  and  policies 
of  the  General  Plan  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable 
Planning  Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are:  preservation 
and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character; 
preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles; 
protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and 
enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake  preparedness; 
landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing  a 
permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  is 
required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 


*  Derived  from  CEQA  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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The  case  report  for  the  Conditional  Use  authorization  and  subsequent  motion  for  the  City 
Planning  Commission  will  contain  the  analysis  determining  whether  the  project  is  in 
conformance  with  the  Priority  Policies. 


B.     ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

1)     Cultural.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric 
or  historic  archaeological  site  or  a 
property  of  historic  or  cultural 
significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic 
or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological 
site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific 

study?  X    X 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific 

uses  of  the  area?    X   

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of 
buildings  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Article  10  or  Article  1 1  of  the  City 

Planning  Code?  X    X 

A  records  search  was  conducted  at  the  Northwest  Information  Center  of  the  California  Historical 
Resource  Information  System.1  According  to  the  records  search,  the  project  site  is  located 
within  the  general  vicinity  of  the  historic  land  holdings  of  Mission  Dolores.  Although  the 
project  site  is  not  within  the  living  quarters  of  the  Mission,  there  is  a  high  possibility  of  the 
existence  of  the  remains  of  camps,  buildings,  or  other  mission-related  features.  Earthmoving 
activities  at  the  project  site  could  result  in  the  discovery  or  disturbance  of  these  resources. 
Therefore,  this  topic  will  be  discussed  in  detail  in  the  EIR. 

The  existing  building  on  the  project  site  was  constructed  in  1893  and  has  been  determined  to  be 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  Rehabilitation  of  this  structure  is  a 
potentially  significant  impact  on  an  historic  architectural  and  cultural  resource  unless  it  is 
consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties. 
Therefore,  this  topic  will  be  discussed  in  detail  in  the  EIR. 


The  records  search  is  on  file  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Major 
Environmental  Analysis  Section,  1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 


*  Derived  from  CEQA  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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2)     Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)   Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?    X  X 

*  (b)   Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?    X  X 

The  1  l,000-sq.-ft.  project  site  currently  is  occupied  by  a  three-story  building  formerly  containing 
retail  and  residential  uses  and  by  a  former  used  car  sales  lot  and  private  club.  Land  use  in  the 
project  vicinity  is  primarily  devoted  to  commercial  and  residential  land  uses.  In  the  immediate 
site  vicinity  are  neighborhood  commercial/retail  uses,  multi-family  residential  buildings,  and 
other  institutional  uses,  including  the  UC  Extension  Center  on  Laguna  Street,  the  First  Baptist 
Church  and  the  International  Christian  School  on  Waller  Street,  and  the  Mt.  Trinity  Baptist 
Church,  Jews  for  Jesus,  and  the  San  Francisco  Law  School  on  Haight  Street. 

The  proposed  project  would  cover  the  entire  site  and  contain  approximately  four  times  as  much 
space  as  in  the  existing  and  demolished  buildings  (approximately  41,000  sq.  ft.  versus  10,200  sq. 
ft.).  This  intensification  would  not  be  substantial  since  there  are  numerous  buildings  in  the 
project  site  vicinity  that  are  of  similar  size.  The  project  would  change  the  use  at  the  project  site 
from  a  residential/retail/club  building  and  parking  lot  (former  used  car  lot  and  private  club)  to  a 
large  institutional  use.  The  project  would  continue  the  pattern  of  mixed-use  development  in  the 
project  site  vicinity  and  would  be  compatible  with  existing  surrounding  land  uses.  Hence,  the 
project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  neighborhood. 

Since  the  project  would  not  change  the  character  of  the  area  in  terms  of  its  land  use,  this  topic 
requires  no  further  study  in  the  EIR.  Although  the  potential  effect  on  land  use  requires  no 
further  analysis  for  CEQA  purposes,  it  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR,  for  informational  purposes 
and  context. 


3)     Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative  aesthetic  effect?    X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from 

public  areas?    X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare 

substantially  impacting  other  properties?    X  X 


The  existing  three-story  building  on  the  project' site  is  a  wood  Victorian-style  building  with 
frontages  on  Market,  Octavia,  and  Waller  Streets  (see  Figure  2).  Detailing  includes  typical 
Victorian-style  elements,  such  as  bay  windows.  The  existing  building  is  about  36  feet  in  height. 


*  Derived  from  CEQA  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 

A.7  Case  No.  97.834E:  1800-1814  Market  Street 


View  of  Octavia  Street  facade  looking  west 
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View  of  Market  Street  facade  looking  north 
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The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change,  since  it  would  construct  an  addition  to  the 
existing  building.  The  Community  Center  would  be  greater  in  size  and  height  than  the  existing 
building,  and  the  new  addition  to  the  existing  building  would  be  different  in  architectural  style 
than  the  existing  building. 

The  addition  for  the  Community  Center  would  be  an  approximately  65-foot  tall  building  which 
would  be  comparable  in  height  to  some  buildings  in  the  immediate  area  and  shorter  than  others. 
Its  building  mass  would  be  comparable  to  other  buildings  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  Because  the 
Community  Center  would  be  similar  in  height  and  scale  to  other  buildings  in  the  vicinity,  it 
would  not  have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect.  Although  the  site  is  visible 
from  surrounding  land  uses,  development  on  the  site  would  not  substantially  change  or  block  any 
public  scenic  vista. 

The  project  would  comply  with  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  9212,  which  prohibits 
the  use  of  mirrored  or  reflective  glass. 

The  EIR  will  discuss  the  appearance  of  the  new  building  under  the  topic  of  architectural  and 
historic  resources.  However,  in  view  of  the  above  discussion,  Visual  Quality,  including  urban 
design  and  glare,  does  not  require  further  study  in  the  EIR. 


4)     Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?    X  X 

*  (b)   Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    X   

(c)    Create  a  substantial  demand  for 

additional  housing  in  San  Francisco,  or 

substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?    X  X 


The  existing  building  is  vacant;  currently,  no  residential  population  or  employment  is  associated 
with  the  project  site.  The  Community  Center  would  employ  about  150  persons  at  the  site.  The 
Community  Center  also  would  have  meeting  spaces,  an  auditorium,  and  other  gathering  spaces 
that  would  accommodate  additional  people.  The  largest  space  would  be  the  auditorium,  which 
would  have  a  capacity  of  up  to  250  persons;  however,  the  auditorium  would  be  used 
intermittently.  Thus,  an  increase  in  the  number  of  persons  at  the  project  site  would  occur. 
However,  this  increase  would  be  minimal  when  considered  in  the  context  of  employment  in  San 
Francisco.  The  project  would  not  have  a  measurable  effect  on  demand  for  housing  in 
San  Francisco  or  the  Bay  Area.  Therefore,  population  and  housing  require  no  further  analysis  in 
the  EIR. 


*  Derived  from  CEQA  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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5)     Transportation  /  Circulation.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 
substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 

system?    X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations 
to  circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 

hazards?    X   

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?    X  X 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  parking  facilities?    X  X 


Increased  employment  on  the  project  site  and  the  public's  use  of  the  proposed  project  would 
generate  increased  demand  on  the  local  transportation  system,  including  increased  traffic  and 
increased  transit  demand.  Project  effects  on  transportation  and  circulation,  including  intersection 
operations,  transit  demand,  and  impacts  on  pedestrian  circulation,  parking,  and  freight  loading, 
as  well  as  construction  impacts,  will  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


6)     Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  areas?    X  X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

Standards,  if  applicable?    X  X 

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 

noise  levels?  X  X 


Ambient  noise  in  the  project  vicinity  is  typical  of  noise  levels  in  San  Francisco,  which  are 
dominated  by  vehicular  traffic,  including  trucks,  cars,  MUNI  buses  and  emergency  vehicles.  An 
approximate  doubling  of  traffic  volumes  in  the  area  would  be  necessary  to  produce  an  increase  in 
ambient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people.  The  project  would  not  be  expected  to  cause  a 
doubling  in  traffic  volumes,  and  therefore,  would  not  cause  a  noticeable  increase  in  the  ambient 
noise  level  in  the  project  vicinity.  To  the  extent  that  project-generated  traffic  noise  would 
produce  a  perceptible  increase  in  noise  levels,  the  resulting  noise  levels  would  not  be  in  excess  of 
what  would  be  expected  in  a  high-density  urban  area. 


*  Derived  from  CEQA  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Noise-sensitive  land  uses,  such  as  multi-family  residential  units,  exist  in  the  project  site  vicinity. 
In  addition,  a  church  and  a  school  also  exist  in  the  site  vicinity.  Demolition,  earthmoving,  and 
building  construction  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  site  vicinity.  Pile  driving  would 
occur  as  part  of  construction  activities.  The  construction  period,  including  demolition  and 
grading,  would  last  approximately  one  year.  Construction  noise  levels  would  fluctuate 
depending  on  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise 
source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  Construction  activities  would  not  occur 
on  the  weekends  or  evenings  when  most  church  services  occur. 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  City 
Police  Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of  construction 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  decibels  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the 
source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  pile  drivers,  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and 
exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the 
Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed 
the  ambient  noise  level  by  five  decibels  at  the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is 
authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 

At  times  during  construction,  noise  levels  would  disturb  surrounding  residents  and  businesses. 
There  would  be  times  when  noise  would  interfere  with  indoor  activities  in  nearby  residences  and 
commercial  uses  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Noise  impacts  would  be  temporary  in  nature  and 
limited  to  the  period  of  construction.  Therefore,  they  are  not  considered  significant 
environmental  impacts. 

Operation  of  the  Community  Center  would  be  subject  to  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 
The  Community  Center  would  comply  with  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  (e.g., 
glazing  for  energy  conservation  would  reduce  interior  noise).  In  addition,  since  the  Community 
Center  would  be  subject  to  a  high  level  of  traffic  noise  from  Market  Street  and  the  Central 
Freeway,  the  Fallon  Building  would  probably  require  new  windows  for  noise  insulation.  While 
these  new  windows  would  not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  noise,  they  could  adversely  affect  the 
historic  integrity  of  the  building,  and  will  therefore  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  under  cultural 
resources.  However,  no  substantial  adverse  noise  impact  would  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project. 

Because  construction-related  noise,  effects  related  to  noise-sensitive  receptors,  and  project 
operational  noise  would  not  be  significant  environmental  impacts,  noise  effects  will  not  be 
analyzed  in  the  EIR. 
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7)     Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 

or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 

or  projected  air  quality  violation?    X  X 

*  (b)   Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 

pollutant  concentrations?    X  X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?    X   

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 
substantially  affect  public  areas,  or  change 

the  climate  either  in  the  community  or  region?    X  X 


The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  has  established  thresholds  for 
projects  requiring  its  review  for  potential  air  quality  impacts.  Those  thresholds  are  based  on  the 
minimum  size  projects  that  the  District  considers  capable  of  producing  air  quality  problems.  No 
specific  threshold  is  provided  for  community  centers;  however,  the  number  of  square  feet  for  this 
project  (41,000  sq.  ft.)  is  less  than  one-fourth  the  threshold  (175,000  sq.  ft.)  for  a  government 
office  project.  The  District  generally  does  not  recommend  a  detailed  air  quality  analysis  for  a 
project  generating  less  than  2,000  vehicle  trips  per  day.  Given  the  size  of  the  proposed 
Community  Center  and  its  location  along  transit-oriented  Market  Street,  it  is  not  likely  that 
2,000  vehicle  trips  per  day  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  project.  Therefore,  the  project 
would  not  exceed  the  BAAQMD's  standard  and  no  significant  operational  air  quality  impact 
would  be  generated  by  this  project. 

Demolition,  excavation,  grading  and  other  ground-disturbing  construction  activities  would 
temporarily  affect  local  air  quality  for  about  2  or  3  months,  causing  a  temporary  increase  in 
particulate  dust  and  other  pollutants.  Dust  emission  during  demolition  and  excavation  would 
increase  particulate  concentrations  near  the  site.  Dust  can  be  expected  to  fall  at  times  on 
surfaces  within  200  to  800  feet.  In  wind  conditions  exceeding  12  miles  per  hour,  localized 
effects,  including  human  discomfort,  might  occur  downwind  from  blowing  dust.  Construction 
dust  is  composed  primarily  of  large  particles  that  settle  out  of  the  atmosphere  more  rapidly  with 
increasing  distance  from  its  source,  and  are  easily  filtered  by  human  breathing  passages.  In 
general,  construction  dust  would  result  in  more  of  a  nuisance  than  a  health  hazard  in  the  vicinity 
of  construction  activities.  About  one-third  of  the  dust  generated  by  construction  activities 
consists  of  smaller  size  particles  in  the  range  that  can  be  inhaled  by  humans  (i.e.,  particles 
10  microns  or  smaller  in  diameter,  known  as  PM]0).  Although  those  particles  are  generally  inert 
and  more  of  a  nuisance  than  a  hazard  for  most  people,  persons  with  respiratory  diseases 
immediately  downwind  of  the  site,  as  well  as  any  unprotected  sensitive  electronics  or 
communications  equipment,  could  be  sensitive  to  this  dust.  To  minimize  air  quality  impacts  to 
an  insignificant  level,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  water  the  project  site 
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twice  a  day  during  construction  to  reduce  particulates  by  at  least  50  percent;  to  cover  soil,  sand 
and  other  material;  and  to  sweep  the  streets  around  the  demolition  and  construction  site  at  least 
once  per  day  (see  Mitigation  Measure,  p.  19). 

Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code  was  adopted  in  response  to  Proposition  K  (passed  by  San 
Francisco  voters  in  November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing  by 
new  structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year 
around.  Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  City  Planning 
Commission  finds  the  impact  to  be  insignificant.  The  Community  Center  would  be 
approximately  65  feet  tall  and  therefore  would  be  subject  to  Section  295.  It  would  cast  limited 
shadow  that  would  not  be  substantially  greater  than  is  cast  by  existing  buildings  or  more  than  is 
usual  in  high-density  urban  areas.  In  addition,  no  Proposition  K  property  would  be  affected  by 
shadows  cast  by  the  65-ft.  tall  building. 

Wind  impacts  are  generally  caused  by  large  building  masses  extending  substantially  above  their 
surroundings,  and  by  buildings  oriented  such  that  a  large  wall  catches  a  prevailing  wind, 
particularly  if  such  a  wall  includes  little  or  no  articulation.  The  new  building  would  be  taller 
than  most  surrounding  structures,  but  not  sufficiently  so  such  that  it  would  create  any  substantial 
wind  effects  in  pedestrian  and  public  use  areas.  Further,  the  project  itself  would  not  be  tall 
enough  to  be  expected  to  generate  substantial  wind  effects. 

Potential  air  quality,  shadow  and  climate  effects  would  be  less  than  significant,  and  construction 
air  quality  effects,  with  the  implementation  of  the  Mitigation  Measure  on  page  19,  also  would  be 
less  than  significant.  Hence,  these  environmental  issues  require  no  further  analysis  and  will  not 
be  included  in  the  EIR. 

8)     Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 

standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 
control? 

*  (b)   Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development? 

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 
recreation  or  other  public  facilities? 

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 
or  communications  facilities? 


The  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and 
utilities  on  the  site  and  increase  water  consumption,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and 


X 


X 


X  X 
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provided  for  in  the  project  area,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  measurable  impact  on 
public  services  or  utilities.  Since  the  project  would  not  cause  a  significant  impact  on  utilities  and 
public  services,  this  topic  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  included  in  the  EIR. 


9)     Biology.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered 

species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat 

of  the  species?    X  X 

*  (b)    Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish, 

wildlife  or  plants,  or  interfere 
substantially  with  the  movement  of  any 
resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife 

species?    X   

(c)    Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers 

of  mature,  scenic  trees?  X  X 


The  project  site  is  covered  primarily  by  impervious  surfaces,  including  the  existing  three-story 
building.  The  project  would  not  affect  any  threatened,  rare  or  endangered  plant  life  or  habitat. 
The  project  would  not  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species.  No  trees  exist  on  the  site. 
This  topic  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  since  biological  resources,  wildlife,  and  wildlife 
habitat  would  not  be  affected  by  the  project. 


10)    Geology/Topography.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Expose  people  or  structures  to  major 
geologic  hazards  (slides,  subsidence, 

erosion  and  liquefaction)?    X  X 

(b)    Change  substantially  the  topography  or 
any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features 

of  the  site?  X  X 


The  site  is  level  and  is  generally  underlain  by  sand  with  varying  amounts  of  clay  and  silt.  Based 
on  borings  made  at  the  site  and  in  the  site  vicinity,  approximately  2.5  feet  of  fill  exists  beneath 
the  site,  consisting  of  medium-stiff  sandy  clay,  which  could  be  fill.  The  sand  is  medium  dense  to 
clayey  to  a  depth  of  about  10  feet.  Below  this  depth,  the  sand  is  generally  dense  to  very  dense. 
No  groundwater  was  encountered  during  test  borings;  however,  groundwater  was  encountered  at 
depths  of  at  least  22  feet  below  the  ground  surface  in  borings  drilled  in  the  site  vicinity.2  The 
site  is  not  in  an  area  susceptible  to  landslides. 


ACC  Environmental  Consultants,  Site  Investigation  Report,  1800-1814  Market  Street,  San  Francisco,  California, 
October  25,  1996.  The  report  is  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1660 
Mission  Street. 
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The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  subject  to  groundshaking  from  earthquakes  along  the  San 
Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward  Faults,  as  shown  on  the  maps  of  San  Andreas  and  Northern 
Hayward  Earthquake  Shaking  Intensity  (Maps  2  and  3)  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan 
Community  Safety  Element;  and  from  earthquakes  along  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay 
Area. 

The  project  site  is  within  a  Seismic  Hazard  Zone  (SHZ)  designated  by  the  California  Department 
of  Conservation,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG),  as  shown  on  the  map  of  Seismic 
Hazard  Zones  -  Zones  of  Liquefaction  Potential,  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  April 
17,  1997.  The  CDMG  defines  a  SHZ  as  an  area  with  the  potential  for  liquefaction,  and  has  set 
procedures  for  local  review  of  development  proposals  in  these  areas. 

A  geotechnical  investigation  report  prepared  for  the  project  by  a  California-licensed  geotechnical 
engineer  is  on  file  with  the  Planning  Department  and  available  for  review  as  part  of  the  project 
file.3  The  geotechnical  report  found  the  site  suitable  for  development  provided  that  the 
recommendations  included  in  the  report  are  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  the 
proposed  development.  The  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  follow  the  recommendations  of  the 
report  in  constructing  the  project. 

The  project  building  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI). 
In  reviewing  building  plans,  DBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources  to  determine  existing 
hazards  and  assess  requirements  for  mitigation.  Sources  include  the  maps  of  Seismic  Hazard 
Zones,  Zones  of  Liquefaction  Potential,  and  known  landslide  areas  in  San  Francisco  as  well  as 
the  building  inspectors'  working  knowledge  of  areas  of  special  geologic  concern.  The  above- 
referenced  geotechnical  investigation  would  be  an  information  source  for  DBI  review  of  building 
permits  for  the  project.  In  addition,  DBI  could  require  that  additional  site-specific  soils  report(s) 
be  prepared  in  conjunction  with  permit  applications,  as  needed. 

The  proposed  building  would  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  the  seismic  safety  standards  of 
the  Uniform  Building  Code. 

The  project  would  not  alter  the  topography  of  the  site. 

No  further  analysis  of  geology  and  seismicity  is  required  in  the  EIR  because  the  project  would 
not  cause  geologic  and  seismic  hazards. 


Trans  Pacific  Geotechnical  Consultants,  Inc.,  January  29,  1997,  Progress  Report  Geotechnical  Investigation, 
Proposed  Community  Center,  1800-1814  Market  Street,  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E,  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 
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11)    Water.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

contaminate  a  public  water  supply?    X   

*  (b)   Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground- 

water resources,  or  interfere  substantially 

with  groundwater  recharge?    X  X 

*  (c)    Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or 

siltation?  X  X 


The  project  site  is  mostly  covered  by  impervious  surfaces  (consisting  of  the  existing  three-story 
building  and  a  former  private  club  and  used  car  lot  with  ancillary  structures).  The  Community 
Center  building  would  cover  the  entire  project  site.  The  project  would  not  result  in  an  increase 
in  the  area  of  impervious  surface  on  the  site,  and  increase  in  surface  runoff  from  the  site  would 
not  occur.  The  general  drainage  pattern  of  the  site  would  not  be  altered;  site  runoff  would  drain 
into  the  City's  combined  sanitary  and  storm  sewer  system. 

Based  on  groundwater  measurements  conducted  in  the  project  site  vicinity,  groundwater  at  the 
site  currently  occurs  at  least  22  feet  below  the  surface.  Because  only  minor  earthmoving  and 
minor  excavation  for  foundation  footings  would  be  included  in  the  project,  the  project  would  not 
require  any  dewatering. 

Since  the  project  would  not  affect  water  quality,  water  supply,  or  groundwater,  or  cause 
substantial  erosion  or  siltation,  no  further  analysis  of  water  resources  is  required  in  the  EIR. 


12)    Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the 
use  of  large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or 

energy,  or  use  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X  X 

(b)   Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 
resource?  X 


Project  building  rehabilitation  and  additional  construction  would  require  consumption  of  energy 
in  an  amount  that  would  be  typical  for  conventional  construction. 

The  project  would  meet  current,  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption.  It  would 
not  cause  a  wasteful  use  of  energy.  New  buildings  in  San  Francisco  are  required  to  conform  to 
energy  conservation  standards  specified  by  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations. 
Documentation  showing  compliance  with  these  standards  is  submitted  with  the  application  for 
the  project's  building  permit.  Title  24  standards  are  enforced  by  the  DBI.  Since  the  project 
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would  not  adversely  affect  energy  and  natural  resources,  no  further  analysis  and  discussion  is 
required  in  the  EIR. 

13)    Hazards,  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)   Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 

involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?    X 

*  (b)   Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?    X   

(c)    Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?  X 


Asbestos-containing  materials  have  been  found  within  the  existing  structure  built  in  1893,  which 
is  proposed  to  be  rehabilitated  as  part  of  the  project.4  Since  removal  of  asbestos  would  involve 
asbestos-related  work  involving  100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  materials,  it  must 
comply  with  State  law  that  requires  that  the  contractor  be  certified  and  that  certain  procedures  be 
followed.5 

Section  19827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that 
local  agencies  not  issue  demolition  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with 
notification  requirements  under  applicable  Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air 
pollutants,  including  asbestos.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is 
vested  by  the  California  legislature  with  authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants,  including 
asbestos,  through  both  inspection  and  law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance 
of  any  proposed  demolition.  Notification  includes  the  names,  addresses  and  phone  numbers  of 
demolition  business  operations  and  persons  responsible,  including  the  contractor;  description  and 
location  of  the  structure  to  be  renovated/demolished  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the 
approximate  amount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  start  and  completion  dates  of  demolition; 
nature  of  planned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet 
BAAQMD  requirements;  and  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The 
BAAQMD  randomly  inspects  removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  BAAQMD  inspects  any 
removal  operations  for  which  a  complaint  has  been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be 
notified  of  asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow 


4  ACC  Environmental  Consultants,  Phase  I  Environmental  Site  Assessment,  1800-1814  Market  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California,  October  23,  1989.  in  Project  File  No.  97.834E,  at  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department, 
1660  Mission  Street. 

5  Assembly  Bill  2040,  Asbestos  1985,  Added  Section  24223  and  Chapter  25  to  Division  20  of  the  Health  and  Safety 
Code. 
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State  regulations  contained  in  8  CCR  1529  and  8  CCR  341.6  through  341.14  when  there  is 
asbestos-related  work  involving  100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos-containing  material. 
Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be  certified  as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of 
the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the  properties  where  abatement  would  occur  must  have  a 
Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by,  and  registered  with,  the  California  Department 
of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  the  hauler  of  the  material  are  required  to 
file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  that  details  the  hauling  of  the  material  from  the  site  and  the 
disposal  of  the  material.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  DBI  would  not  issue  the  required  permit 
until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  asbestos  abatement  notice  requirements.  These 
regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  part  of  the  permit  review  process,  would 
ensure  that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

Lead  paint  may  be  found  in  the  existing  building,  constructed  in  1893  and  proposed  for 
rehabilitation  as  part  of  the  project.  Rehabilitation  must  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San 
Francisco  Building  Code,  Work  Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is  any 
work  that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint  on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to 
December  31,  1978,  Chapter  36  requires  specific  notification  and  work  standards,  and  identifies 
prohibited  work  methods  and  penalties. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  which  original  construction  was  completed 
prior  to  1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than 
ten  total  square  feet  of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains 
performance  standards,  including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at 
protecting  human  health  and  the  environment  as  those  in  the  HUD  Guidelines  (the  most  recent 
Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  control  of  Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies  prohibited 
practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or  removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person 
performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration 
of  lead  paint  contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the  course  of  the  work,  and  any 
person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove  all  visible  lead 
paint  contaminants  from  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the  work. 

The  ordinance  also  specifies  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for 
signs.  Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports 
verifying  the  presence  or  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed 
project.  Prior  to  commencement  of  work,  the  responsible  party  must  provide  written  notice  to 
the  Director  of  DBI,  which  includes  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate 
square  footage  of  the  painted  surface  being  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and 
completion  dates  for  the  work;  whether  the  responsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that 
lead-based  paint  is  present;  whether  the  building  is  residential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied 
or  rental  property,  approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if  any;  the  dates  by  which  the 
responsible  party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property  notification  requirements;  and 
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the  name,  address,  telephone  number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who  will  perform  the  work. 
(Further  notice  requirements  include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice  by  Landlord, 
Required  Notice  to  Tenants,  Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  from  lead  in  the 
home,  Notice  by  Contractor,  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant], 
and  Notice  of  Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions 
regarding  inspection  and  sampling  for  compliance  by  DBI,  and  enforcement.  It  also  describes 
penalties  for  non-compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

These  regulations  and  procedures  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  ensure 
that  potential  impacts  due  to  lead-based  paint  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

An  evacuation  and  emergency  response  plan  would  be  developed  by  the  project  sponsor,  in 
consultation  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Emergency  Services,  to  insure  coordination  between  the 
City's  emergency  planning  activities  and  the  project's  plan  to  provide  for  building  occupants  in 
the  event  of  an  emergency.  The  project's  plan  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Office  of  Emergency 
Services  and  implemented  by  the  project  sponsor  before  issuance  of  final  building  permits  by  the 
DBI. 


All  potential  health  and  safety  issues  related  to  building  contamination  and  soil  contamination 
and  remediation  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance  by  mitigation  measures  included 
in  the  project,  or  would  be  regulated  by  current  laws  and  construction  practices;  hence,  these 
issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EER. 

C.    OTHER  Yes         No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  the  Planning  Department  or  Department  of 
Building  Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or 

Federal  Agencies?    X   


D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes         No        N/A  Discussed 

1)  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if 
mitigation  measures  are  not  included  in 

the  project?  X      X 

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to 
eliminate  significant  effects  included 

in  the  project?    X    X 

The  following  is  the  required  mitigation  measure  related  to  air  quality  and  hazards  which  were 
determined  to  require  no  further  analysis  in  the.EIR.  The  EIR  will  contain  a  mitigation  chapter 
desciibing  this  measure,  which  is  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  and  other  measures  which 
would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential  adverse  effects  of  the  project  identified  in  the 
EIR. 
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Construction  Air  Quality 

•       The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  demolition  sites  with  water 
during  demolition,  earthmoving  and  construction  activities;  sprinkle  unpaved  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material; 
cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding 
streets  during  demolition  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate 
emissions.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991, 
requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water 
Program  for  this  purpose. 

This  mitigation  measure  also  would  reduce  demolition  impacts  related  to  lead  paint  /  lead 
dust. 


E.  ALTERNATIVES 


The  project  sponsor  has  studied  one  alternative  to  the  rehabilitation  of  the  existing  building  and 
construction  of  an  addition  to  accommodate  the  Community  Center.  This  alternative  is  the 
demolition  of  the  existing  building  and  construction  of  a  new  building  to  accommodate  the 
Community  Center.  This  alternative  may  be  described  in  the  EIR  as  a  possible  project  variant. 
In  addition,  the  EIR  will  analyze  a  No  Project  Alternative  in  which  the  site  would  remain  in  its 
existing  condition,  with  the  existing  building  and  the  vacant  lot.  Other  alternatives  may  also  be 
analyzed  if  necessary  to  reduce  or  eliminate  any  significant  impacts  identified.  These 
alternatives  could  include  an  alternative  preservation-sensitive  design  and/or  a  less  dense 
development  program. 


F.      MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  1 )    Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 

of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population 
to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 
a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or 
restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal, 
or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of 

California  history  or  pre-history?  X    X 

*  2)    Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 

to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    X   

*  3)    Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects 

which  are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable?  (Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other 

current  projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)    X   

*  4)    Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 

human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?    X   


The  project  could  affect  archaeological  resources  and  architectural  resources.  Effects  on  these 
resources  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 
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G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and 

a  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the 

environment,  there  WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation 

measures,  numbers  ,  in  the  discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed 

project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

X    I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required.  /    A       //If  / 


HILARY  P.  GITELMAN 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


GERALD  G.  GREEN 


Director  of  Planning 


*  Derived  from  CEQA  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 

A. 21  Case  No.  97.834E:  1800-1814  Market  Street 


APPENDIX  B 


CRITERIA  FOR  LISTING  ON  THE  NATIONAL  REGISTER  OF 
HISTORIC  PLACES13 

CRITERION  A 

Properties  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  if  they  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a 
significant  contribution  to  the  broad  patterns  of  our  history. 

To  be  considered  for  listing  under  Criterion  A,  a  property  must  be  associated  with  events  important  in 
prehistory  or  history.  Criterion  A  recognizes  properties  associated  with  single  events  in  American 
history  like  the  founding  of  a  town  or  with  more  general,  repeated  activities  like  the  development  of  a 
port  city's  prominence  in  trade  and  commerce  over  several  decades.  The  event  or  events  must  be 
important  within  the  theme  or  pattern:  settlement,  in  the  case  of  the  town,  or  development  of  a  maritime 
economy  in  the  port  city.  Finally,  the  particular  property  should  be  a  good  representative  of  the  theme 
and  of  the  specific  event  or  events.  To  be  a  good  representative  it  must  have  strong  associations  with  the 
event  or  events  and  it  must  possess  integrity.  Any  consideration  of  a  property's  eligibility  under 
Criterion  A  must  address  both  these  points. 

Deciding  whether  a  property  is  significant  for  its  associative  values  involves  several  steps.  Several 
questions  must  be  asked  about  a  property  once  its  historical  background — when  it  was  used  or  built  and 
by  whom — is  known.  Knowledge  is  needed  about  the  themes  or  historical  patterns  with  which  the 
property  is  associated  and  whether  those  themes  are  important  in  prehistory  or  history.  Then  the 
property  should  be  considered  under  Criterion  A. 

CRITERION  B 


Properties  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  if  they  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons 
significant  in  our  past. 

To  be  considered  for  listing  under  Criterion  B,  a  property  must  be  associated  with  a  person  whose 
activities  were  important  within  the  context  of  a  significant  theme.  Criterion  B  allows  consideration  of 
properties  associated  with  individuals  whose  specific  historic  contributions  to  our  society  can  be 
identified  and  documented.  The  criterion  is  also  generally  restricted  to  qualifying  those  properties  that 
illustrate  the  individual's  important  achievements.  This  policy  is  explained  further  in  the  discussion  of 
birthplaces  and  graves  in  Part  VI.  Consideration  of  a  property's  eligibility  under  Criterion  B  must 


Criteria  abstracted  from  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  Title  36,  Part  60. 
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address  both  why  the  individual  was  important  and  how  the  particular  property  is  a  good  representative 
of  the  individual's  significant  activities  or  contributions. 

CRITERION  C 


Properties  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  if  they  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a 
type,  period,  or  method  of  construction,  or  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  possess  high  artistic 
values,  or  represent  a  significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individuals 
distinction. 

Embodying  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of  construction  means  illustrating 
the  way  in  which  a  property  was  conceived,  designed,  or  fabricated  by  a  people  of  culture  in  past  periods 
of  history.  Representing  the  work  of  a  master  refers  to  illustrating  the  technical  and/or  aesthetic 
achievements  by  a  craftsman.  Possessing  high  artistic  values  concerns  the  expression  of  aesthetic  ideals 
of  preferences  and  applies  to  aesthetic  achievement.  Resources  that  represents  a  significant  and 
distinguishable  entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction  are  districts.  Districts  are 
usually  historic  environments  that  convey  a  sense  of  time  and  place  through  the  survival  of  many 
different  kinds  of  features  and  the  survival  of  the  relationships  among  those  features. 


CRITERION  D 

Properties  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  if  they  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield, 
information  important  in  prehistory  or  history. 

To  be  considered  for  listing  under  Criterion  D,  a  property  must  have  yielded  or  must  have  the  potential  to 
yield  important  information  about  some  aspect  of  prehistory  or  history,  including  events,  processes, 
institutions,  design,  construction,  settlement,  migration,  ideals,  beliefs,  lifeways,  and  other  facets  of  the 
development  or  maintenance  of  cultural  systems.  Criterion  D  allows  consideration  of  both  properties 
that  have  yielded  important  information  and  that  have  the  capacity  to  yield  additional  information,  and 
properties  that  have  not  yet  yielded  important  information  but  are  likely  to  do  so.  Any  consideration  of  a 
property's  eligibility  under  Criterion  D  must  address  (1)  whether  the  property  has  information  to 
contribute  to  our  understanding  of  history  or  prehistory  and  (2)  whether  that  information  is  important. 
The  answers  to  these  questions  depend  upon  careful  evaluation  of  the  property  within  an  appropriate 
context.  (See  Part  III  regarding  context.) 

Once  enough  is  known  about  a  property  to  evaluate  it,  the  evaluation  process  should  include  the 
following  sequence.  The  first  step  should  be  defining  the  significance  of  the  property  by  identifying  the 
particular  aspect  of  history  or  prehistory  to  be  addressed  and  why  information  on  that  topic  is  important. 
The  statement  of  significance  then  defines  the  kinds  of  evidence  or  the  data  requirements  that  the 
property  must  contain  to  provide  the  significant  information.  These  data  requirements  in  turn  indicate 
the  kinds  of  integrity  the  property  must  possess.  (See  guidelines  6a,  b,  c  and  7  and  Part  V  on  integrity.) 
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San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
Major  Environmental  Analysis  Team 
1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:   Irene  Nishimura,  EIR  Coordinator 

97.834E  -  Lesbian,  Gay,  Bisexual,  Transgender 
Community  Center 


PLEASE  CUT  ALONG  DOTTED  LINE 


RETURN  REQUEST  REQUIRED  FOR  FINAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 


REQUEST  FOR  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 

TO:       San  Francisco  Planning  Department, 
Office  of  Environmental  Review 

Please  send  me  a  copy  of  the  Final  SEIR. 

Signed:   

Print  Your  Name  and  Address  Below 


